KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA 

(Translation of the ‘Vigrahavyavartani’ from the 
original Sanskrit with Introduction and Notes) 


INTRODUCTION 

In this short treatise 1 , Nagarjuna shows all his dialectical skill in refuting 
the criticisms of a realist - a Naiyayika. Nagarjuna does not disdain 
logic. Why are all things ‘void’ (siinya) or ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’ 
(n//m'«Mava)? Nagarjuna’s ‘reason’ (hetu) is that all things are ‘depend¬ 
ency originated’ (pratityasamutpannd) 2 . But the best way for Nagarjuna 
to refute his opponent’s criticisms is to show the inner contradictions of 
the latter’s thought and to use against him his own logic 3 . And that, I 
think, he does admirably well 4 . We find here, especially, a brilliant 
criticism of the pramanas of the Nyaya system, which occupies in this 
work the central position (vv. XXXI-LI). 

Nagarjuna strives to express the Inexpressible. All his expressions, 
therefore, are bound to remain inadequate. ‘All things are void (or devoid 
of an intrinsic nature)’ is not a “proposition” which denies or affirms 
something. By ‘making known’ the ‘voidness’ of all things (v. LXIV), it 
only expresses, indirectly, the Absolute, which is ‘perfectly appeased’ and 
‘isolated’ from all its appearances (commentary on v. XXIX, and notes). 

Nagarjuna seems to be a mystic. But he is not a mystic who renounces 
thought and its expression in language. Along with all mystical philoso¬ 
phers, he knows that ‘the ultimate in thinking as the ultimate in communi¬ 
cation is silence’ 5 . Like them, too, he uses thought in order to transcend 
it. It is only when by his inexorable logic he has been able to bring to light 
all the contradictions inherent in our relational way of thought, that he 
experiences Being or Nirvaiia, which is beyond all relations, - in a ship¬ 
wreck so to say 6 . 

Nagarjuna’s Absolute is neither the world nor apart from the world. 
It is the ‘intrinsic nature’ of the world. But to say ‘It is the intrinsic nature 
of the world’, is to make of it an object, standing in relation, on one hand, 
to the thinking subject, and on the other, to other objects, and thus to 
deprive it of its all-encompassing character. The only way in which 


Journal of Indian Philosophy 1 (1971) 217-261. All Rights Reserved 
Copyright © 1971 by D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht-Holland 



218 


KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


Nagarjuna can speak of it (or, rather, out of it) is to say: ‘All things in 
the world are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, i.e., the things in the world 
are not as they appear to us 7 . 

Here Nagarjuna had to face the objection: If all things are void, how 
can our activities in the world become possible? Even the religious 
discipline taught by the Buddha becomes meaningless. But this objection, 
Nagarjuna replies, springs from a fundamental misunderstanding of‘void¬ 
ness’, i.e. ‘dependent origination’. All our activities - religious or not - are 
possible only in this relational world of becoming. If ‘voidness’, i.e. 
becoming, is denied, then the world itself is assumed to be the Absolute, 
‘not born, not destroyed, immutable, free from the manifold states (of 
its becoming)’ 8 . ‘There is nothing to be done, no work is begun, the agent 
does not do any work’ 9 . 

Thus, Nagarjuna neither denies the world nor affirms it. His is a ‘middle 
path’ ( madhyama pratipad), whence the name of his philosophy, ‘Mad- 
hyamaka’ 10 . It is in the world that he transcends the world and thus 
transfigures it. ‘There is not the slightest difference between samsara and 
nirvana ’. 

‘The difference between them is in our way of looking at them ’ u . 

na samsarasya nirvaridt kimcid asti visesanamj 
na nirvanasya sartisarat kimcid asti visesanamjj 

nirvaitasya ca yd kotih kotih samsaranasya cal 

na tayor antararp kimcit susuksmam api vidyatejj ( MK . XXV, 19-20). 

Nirvana is samsara without appearance and disappearance, without 
‘dependent origination’: 

ya djavamjavihhava upadaya pratitya vaj 
so ’pratityanupadaya nirvanam upadisyateH (MK. XXV, 9). 

The reason why I decided to translate this text was that no complete 
translation of it from the Sanskrit original was available 12 , while there 
were already two translations based on the Tibetan and the Chinese 
versions. The authors of these two translations. Professors S. Yamagu- 
chi 13 and G. Tucci 14 , were not fortunate enough to be able to use the 
Sanskrit original, which was discovered later in a Tibetan monastery by 
Rahula Sankrtyayana; and, as will be seen, there are notable divergences 
between their translations and mine. 

The text was edited for the first time by K. P. Jayaswal and Rahula 
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Sankrtyayana in an appendix to Vol. XXIII, Part III (1937), of the Journal 
of the Bihar and Orissa Research Society, Patna. The present translation 
is based on the improved edition by E. H. Johnston and Arnold Kunst 
in Melanges chinois et bouddhiques, publies par l’lnstitut Beige des Hautes 
Etudes Chinoises, Vol. IX: 1948-51 (Bruxelles, 1951), pp. 99-152. It is 
to the labors of these two distinguished scholars that we owe now ‘the 
possibly nearest approximation of Nagarj una’s original text’. At places I 
have made some emendations; but I admire the patience and the sense 
of Sanskrit of these two scholars, to whose introductory remarks I refer 
the reader for further details about the text. 


After I completed this work, in July 1970, I came to know of a work 
done on the Vigrahavyavartani by the veteran scholar, Professor Satkari 
Mookerjee ( Nava-Nalanda-Mahavihara Research Publication, Vol. I, 
1957). I am grateful to Professors B. K. Matilal and J. L. Masson, for 
having made that work available to me from the University of Toronto. 
Professor Mookerjee gives a brilliant exposition of the arguments of our 
text ‘in a language and manner intelligible to the modern mind’. It is 
hoped that the literal translation presented here will be a useful supple¬ 
ment to that important contribution. 

NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION 

1 I have not been able to find an adequate English expression for the title. In German 
it is rendered well: ‘Die Streitabwehrerin’ (E. Frauwallner, Die Philosophie des Buddhis- 
mus [Berlin, 1956], p. 199). 

2 Infra, p. 258, n. 2. - For Nagarjuna, ‘voidness’ ( sunyata) is the same thing as ‘being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature’ (naihsvabhavya and similar expressions). In order to 
avoid a misunderstanding of this essential idea of Nagarjuna, it may be well to indicate 
here what he means by ‘intrinsic nature’ ( svabhava ): ‘Eigenes Wesen’, writes Professor 
Frauwallner, ‘bedeutet nach Nagarjuna, der indischen Wortbedeutung entsprechend, 
ein Sein aus sich selbst und nur durch sich selbst bedingt, unabhangig von allem andem. 
Daraus folgt aber, dass ein solches eigenes Wesen nicht entstanden ist, weil es nicht 
verursacht sein kann, und dass es nicht dem Vergehen unterworfen ist, weil sein Be- 
stehen von nichts anderem abhangt. Es ist daher ewig und unverganglich. Und so 
folgert denn Nagarjuna, dass die Dinge der Erscheinungswelt, weil sie dem standigen 
Werden und Vergehen unterliegen, kein eigenes Wesen besitzen konnen’. (Frauwallner, 
op. cit., p. 173). 

3 Cf. Candrakirti, MKV., p. 19: idam evasya spastatarant dusanam yad uta svapratijna- 
tarthasadhanasamarthyam iti, kirn atrdnumanabddhodbhavanaya prayojanam ? - On this 
dialectical method, known as prasanga, cf. Murti, pp. 131-132. 

4 Professor Frauwallner writes about this work (pp. cit., p. 199): ‘Es ist eines seiner 
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besten Werke und zeigt ihn in seiner ganzen Eigenart, vor allem in seiner unbeirrbaren 
Folgerichtigkeit’. 

5 ‘Das Letzte des Denkens wie der Communication ist Schweigen’, Karl Jaspers, 
Vernunft und Existenz ( =Aula-Voordrachten der Rijksuniversiteit te Groningen, No. 1, 
1935), p. 74. - Cf. infra, pp. 237-238, nn. 2-3 on v. XXIX. 

6 ‘Im Scheitem das Sein zu erfahren’, Jaspers, Philosophie, III (Berlin, 1932), p. 235. 
- Cf. Murti, p. 160: ‘Negation is thus the despair of thought; but it is at once the 
opening up of a new avenue - the path of intuition... Sunyata is negative only for 
thought; but in itself it is the non-relational knowledge of the absolute’. 

7 Cf. Jaspers, Philosophie, III, p. 234: ‘Das Nichtsein alien uns zuganglichen Seins, 
das sich im Scheitern offenbart, ist das Sein der Transzendenz’. 

8 ajatam aniruddham ca kutastham ca bhavisyati / 

vicitrabhir avasthabhih svabhave rahitam jagatH MK. XXIV, 38. 

9 na kartavyam bhavet kimcid anarabdha bhavet kriya/ 

karakali syad akurvanah sunyatam pratibadhatahU Ibid., 37. - Cf. infra, pp. 249ff., 
w. LIV-LVI. 

10 yak pratityasamutpadah sunyatam tam pracaksmahe / 

sa prajhaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyamd/l Ibid., 18. 

‘Dependent Origination is that which we call Voidness. It is a mere designation based 
on something, and it is the Middle Way’. - Note the expression upadaya prajhaptih 
‘a mere designation based on something’ (‘blosse Benennung auf irgendwelcher Grund- 
lage’, E. Frauwallner, op. cit., p. 190). It is only an expression of the Inexpressible, 
based on the conventional truth (cf. infra, p. 236f, v. XXVIII). 

The term ‘Madhyamaka’ is used by Nagaijuna’s followers as the name of the philoso¬ 
phy, while they call themselves ‘Madhyamika’. The non-Buddhist writers, however, 
invariably refer both to the philosophy and to its adherents as ‘Madhyamika’. 

11 Murti, p. 163. 

12 Professor Frauwallner has translated a few passages in his above-mentioned work, 
pp. 200-4. More recently. Professor Gnoli has translated into Italian the Karikas only: 
R. Gnoli, Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka Karika (Torino, 1961), pp. 139ff. 

13 Traite de Nagarjuna: Pour ecarter les vaines discussions, traduit et annote par Susumu 
Yamaguchi, in Journal Asiatique, juillet-septembre 1929, pp. 1-86. 

14 Vigrahavyavartani by Nagarjuna, Translation from the Chinese and Tibetan Text, 
in the author’s Pre-Dihnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese Sources, Baroda, 
1929 (Gaekwad's Oriental Series, No. XLIX). 


TRANSLATION 

I 

OBJECTIONS 

I. If an intrinsic nature ( svabhava ) of the things (bhava), whatever they 
may be, exists nowhere (sarvatra na vidyate), your [very] statement must 
be devoid of an intrinsic nature ( asvabhava ). It is therefore not in a po¬ 
sition to deny the intrinsic nature [of the things]. 

Whether in the causes {hetu), in the conditions ( pratyaya ), in the com- 
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bination of the causes and the conditions ( hetupratyayasamagri ), or in a 
different thing, nowhere does exist an intrinsic nature of the things, what¬ 
ever they may be. On this ground it is said that all things are void {sunyah 
sarvabhavah). For instance, the sprout is neither in the seed, its cause, nor 
in one of the things known as its conditions, viz., earth, water, fire, and 
wind, nor in the totality of the conditions, nor in the combination of the 
causes and the conditions, nor is it anything different from the causes and 
the conditions (na hetupratyayavinirmuktah prthag eva ca). Since there is 
nowhere an intrinsic nature, the sprout is devoid of an intrinsic nature 
(nihsvabhava ). Being devoid of an intrinsic nature, it is void (sunya). And 
just as this sprout is devoid of an intrinsic nature and hence void, so also 
are all the things. 

Here we observe: If this is so, your statement that all things are void, 
must also be void. - Why? - Because your statement is neither in its 
cause - the [four] great elements ( mahabhuta ), taken collectively or in¬ 
dividually ( samprayuktesu viprayuktesu va); - nor in its conditions, the 
efforts made in the breast, the throat, the lips, the tongue, the gums, the 
palate, the nose, the head, etc. (urahkanthauslhajihvddantamulatdlundsi- 
kdmurdhaprabhrtisu yatnesu) ; - nor in the combination of both [the cause 
and the conditions]; - nor again is it anything apart from the cause and 
the conditions. Since it is nowhere, it is devoid of an intrinsic nature, 
[and] since it is devoid of an intrinsic nature, it is void. For this reason, 
it is incapable of denying the intrinsic nature of all things. A fire that does 
not exist cannot burn, a weapon that does not exist cannot cut, water 
that does not exist cannot moist; similarly a statement that does not exist 
cannot deny the intrinsic nature of all things nor can it reject the intrinsic 
nature of all things. - In these circumstances, your statement that the 
intrinsic nature of all things has been denied, that the intrinsic nature of 
things has been rejected everywhere, is not valid. 

II. Now, if this sentence (vakya) is endowed with an intrinsic nature 
(, sasvabhava ), your former proposition ( purvapratijna ) is destroyed ( hata ). 
There is a discordance 1 , and you should state the special reason for that 
[fact] ( tasmin visesahetus ca vaktavyah). 

Now you may think, in order to avoid that defect (ma bhiid esa dosa 
iti ): this sentence is endowed with an intrinsic nature; being endowed 
with an intrinsic nature, it is non-void ( asunya ); thus the intrinsic nature 
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of all things has been denied by it, the intrinsic nature of all things (thus) 
disappears. To this we reply: If so, then your former proposition ‘All 
things are void’ is destroyed. 

Your statement is included in all things ( sarvabhavantargata ). [Now] 
if all things are void, for what reason is your statement non-void, - that 
statement which denies the intrinsic nature of all things because it is 
[itself] non-void ( yenasunyatv&t sarvabhdvasvabhavah pratisiddhah )? Thus 
arises a controversial discussion in six points ( satkotiko vadah): 

How is it? [Here is how it is]. 

(1) If all things are void, your statement is void, being included in all 
things. [And] a negation by that [statement] which is void is a logical 
impossibility (tena sunyena pratisedhanupapattih). In these circumstances, 
the negation that all things are void is not valid ( anupapanna ). (2) If, on 
the other hand, the negation that all things are void is valid, then your 
statement is non-void. [But] that negation which it establishes because it 
is non-void, is not valid ( asunyatvad anena pratisedhc? nupapannah) 2 . (3) 
Now, if all things are void, but your statement by which is effected the 
negation ( yena pratisedhah) is non-void, then your statement is not in¬ 
cluded in all things ( sarvatrasamgrhitam ). Your proposition, there, is 
contradicted by the example 3 . (4) If, on the contrary, your statement is 
included in all things, and if all things are void, then your statement also 
is void. [And] since it is void, it cannot establish a negation ( sunyatvad 
anena nasti pratisedhah). (5) Let us then assume that it is void and that 
there is the negation by it (atha sunyam asti canena pratisedhah ): ‘All 
things are void’. But, in that case, all things, though void, would be 
capable of performing actions (sunya api sarvabhavah karyakriyasamartha 
bhaveyuh) - which is absurd (na caitad istam). (6) Let it be granted, then, 
that all things are void and that they are not capable of performing actions 
{atha sunyah sarvabhava na ca karyakriyasamartha bhavanti) ; let the prop¬ 
osition be not contradicted by the example (ma bhiid drstantavirodhah). In 
that case, however, the negation of the intrinsic nature of all things by 
your void statement is not valid. 

What else? [The answer is:] 

Thus, if your statement exists ( tadastitvat ), there arises the following 



THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA 


223 


discordance: some things are void, and some other things, non-void 
(kimcic chiinyatn kimcid asunyam). And you should state the special 
reason for that discordance, explaining why some things are void, while 
some others are not. You have, however, not stated that [reason]. 
In these circumstances, your statement that all things are void is not 
valid. 

1 Yamaguchi’s explanation of vaisamikatva by visamavyapti is ‘anachronistic’, as 
pointed out by the editors (p. 109, n. 9). The word has the same meaning as the usual 
vaisamya. 

2 For the statement is ‘included in all things’. - This is certainly the correct interpre¬ 
tation, as suggested in the Edition, p. 110, n. 3 (and not that on p. 101). The Naiyayika’s 
objection here is closely related to that raised in the Nyayasutras 2.1.13-14, in connec¬ 
tion with the Madhyamika negation of the Naiyayika pramanas (cf. w. XXXI-LI 
below): sarvapramanapratisedhac ca pratisedhanupapattih; - tatpramdnye vd na sar- 
vapramartavipratisedhah. 

3 tatra drstantavirodhali. - The proposition, ‘All things are void’, is contradicted by 
the example ( drsfanta ), ‘The statement is non-void’. Since the statement is not ‘included 
in all things’, there can be no question of all things being void. 


Moreover: 

HI. If you think that it is like ‘Do not make a sound’, [we reply:] this 
[analogy] is not valid. For with a sound that is existent is prevented here 
the other sound that will be [in future] ( sabdena hy atra sata bhavisyato 
varanam tasya). 

You may think: When somebody says: ‘Do not make a sound’, he 
himself makes a sound and with that sound prevents the other sound; 
similarly, through the void statement that all things are void is prevented 
the intrinsic nature of all things. - To this we reply: This also is not 
valid. - Why? - Because here with a sound that is existent is negated the 
sound that will be. You, however, do not negate the intrinsic nature of 
all things with a statement that is existent. For, in your opinion (tava hi 
matena), the statement is non-existent, the intrinsic nature of all things 
is non-existent ( vacanam apy asat, sarvabhavasvabhavo ’ py asan). Thus, 
‘It is like “Do not make a sound”’ is a defective proposition (visamopa- 
nyasa ) 1 . 


1 visama upanyasafi is a favorite remark of Patafijali, author of the Mahabhasya. 
Cf. L. Renou, Terminologie grammaticale du Sanskrit (Paris, 1942 and 1957), s.v. 
upanydsa. 
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Moreover: 

IV. If you think that the same holds true of the negation of the negation 
( pratisedhapratisedha ), that also is false. It is your proposition which by 
virtue of its specific character is rendered defective (laksanato dusyate), 
not mine. 

You may think: ‘According to this very method ( anenaiva kalpena ), a 
negation of negation also is impossible; so your negation of the statement 
negating the intrinsic nature of all things is impossible ( tatra yad bhavan 
sarvabhavasvabhdvapratisedhavacanam pratisedhayati tad anupapannam 
iti)\ - To this we reply: This also is false. - Why? - Because the objection 
applies [only] to the specific character of your proposition, not to that 
of mine. It is you who say that all things are void, not I. The initial 
proposition ( purvakah paksah) is not mine. - In these circumstances, your 
statement that, such being the case ( evam sati), a negation of negation 
also is impossible, is not valid 1 . 

1 According to the realist, the Madhyamika commits the logical error of negating, 
through a void statement, the intrinsic nature of all things. The realist, however, does 
not commit any such error when he negates the Madhyamika’s statement negating 
the intrinsic nature of all things - for he does not hold that all things are void; his 
statement, therefore, is not void. 

Moreover: 

V. Now, if [you say that] you deny the things after having apprehended 
them through perception ( pratyaksa ) 1 , [we reply: ] that perception through 
which the things are apprehended does not exist {tan nasti pratyaksam 
bhava yenopalabhyante). 

You cannot say that you deny all things in the statement ‘All things 
are void’, after having apprehended them through perception. - Why? - 
Because even perception, an instrument of true cognition (pramapa ), is 
void, being included in all things ( sarvabhavantargatatvat ). The person 
who apprehends the things {yo bhavan upalabhate ) is also void. Thus, 
there is no such thing as apprehension through perception, an instrument 
of true cognition {tasmat pratyaksena pramanena nopalambhabhdvah) ; 
and a negation of that which is not apprehended is a logical impossibility 
{anupalabdhasya ca pratisedhanupapattih ) In these circumstances, your 
statement that all things are void is not valid. 
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You think, perhaps (syat te buddhih), that you deny all things ( sarvabh - 
avavyavartanam kriyate) after having apprehended them through infer¬ 
ence ( anumana), verbal testimony ( agama ) and identification ( upamana ) 2 . 

1 Here and in the following verse are mentioned the four well-known Naiyayika 
pramanas or “instruments of true cognition”, viz., perception ( pratyaksa ), inference 
0 anumana ), verbal testimony ( agama or sabda), and identification (upamana). [On the 
meaning of upamana, adopted here, see A. Foucher, Le Compendium des Topiques 
( Tarka-samgraha) d'Annambhatta (Paris, 1949), pp. 148ff. See also Daniel H. H. Ingalls, 
Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyaya Logic ( = Harvard Oriental Series, 40, Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass., 1951), p. 29, n. 6]. 

2 Cf. preceding note. 

To this we reply: 

VI. In our refutation of perception, we have [already] refuted inference, 
verbal testimony and identification, as well as the objects to be established 
by inference, verbal testimony and identification (amimdnagamasddhyd 
ye ’ rtha drstantas&dhyds ca ) 1 . 

We have [already] refuted inference, identification and verbal testimony, 
in our refutation of the ‘instrument of true cognition’ ( pramana ), per¬ 
ception. Just as perception, an ‘instrument of true cognition’, is void be¬ 
cause all things are void ( sarvabhavanam sunyatvdt), so also are inference, 
identification and verbal testimony void because all things are void. Those 
objects which are to be established by inference, verbal testimony and 
identification, are also void because all things are void. The person who 
apprehends the things through inference, identification and verbal testi¬ 
mony, is also void. Thus, there is no apprehension of things ( tasmad 
bhdvanam upalambhabhavah), and a negation of the intrinsic nature of 
things that are not apprehended is a logical impossibility ( anupalabdhd - 
nam ca svabhdvapratisedhanupapattih). In these circumstances, your state¬ 
ment that all things are void is not valid. 

1 I am tempted to correct here drstanta into upamana, which is as good metrically. 
Notice that in the commentary portion upamana is used throughout. 

Moreover: 

VII. People conversant with the state of things ( dharmavasthavido janah) 
think that the good things have a good intrinsic nature (kusaldndm dhar- 
mdnam manyante kusalarn svabhavam). And similarly with the other things 
(the bad things, and so on). 
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The commentary on this verse is a long list of 119 dharmas, which is 
of no interest to us here. Quite a number of technical terms used remain, 
moreover, uncertain. Cf. Edition, p. 113, n. 6, which refers to E. H. 
Johnston’s article ‘Nagarjuna’s List of Kusaladharmas’, in Indian His¬ 
torical Quarterly, XIV, pp. 314-323. 

In their Introduction (pp. 105-106), the editors observe: ‘While the text 
is divided in two parts, 20 verses setting out the opponents’ criticisms of 
Nagarjuna’s views and 50 verses giving his reply, the objections are not 
in fact all made by the same critic. The dharmavasthavid theorists of verse 
7 are clearly Buddhist; though it is difficult to determine their school, the 
details in the commentary exclude the possibility of their being Sarvasti- 
vadins, to whose theory of the dharmas much of the argument elsewhere 
would apply’. Professor Tucci holds the same view ( Pre-Dihnaga Buddhist 
Texts on Logic, p. xiii). For my part, I am rather inclined to think that 
the author of this objection is the Naiyayika himself, who uses against 
Nagarjuna, a Buddhist, the standpoint of the Buddhist realists. (Cf. infra, 
p. 251, n. 1). 

VIII. Those things which lead to emancipation ( nairydnika) have an 
intrinsic nature that leads to emancipation ( nairyatiikasvabhdva ). This 
state of things holds also for those things which are said not to lead to 
emancipation, and so on ( dharmavasthoktanam evam anairyanikadindm). 

[The commentary gives an enumeration of the dharmas ]. 

IX. If the things had no intrinsic nature, there would be an absence of 
intrinsic nature {yadi ca na bhavet svabhavo dharmanam nihsvabhava ity 
eva). [But, then,] even this name [‘absence of intrinsic nature’] would not 
be possible; for a name without an object [to be named] does not exist 
inamapi bhaven naivani nama hi nirvastukarri nasti). 

If all things were devoid of an intrinsic nature, there would, neverthe¬ 
less, be an absence of intrinsic nature ( yadi sarvadharmayatri svabhavo na 
bhavet tatrapi nihsvabhavo bhavet ). [But,] then, even this name ‘absence 
of intrinsic nature’ would not be possible ( tatra nihsvabhava ity evam 
namapi na bhavet). - Why? - Because there is no name whatever without 
an object ( nama hi nirvastukam kimcid api nasti). - Thus, since the name 
exists ( namasadbhavdt ), there is an intrinsic nature of the things; and 
since they have an intrinsic nature, all things are non-void ( asiinya ). Your 
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statement, therefore, that all things are devoid of an intrinsic nature and 
that, being devoid of an intrinsic nature, they are void, is not valid. 

Moreover: 

X. Now [you may say:] There is an intrinsic nature, but that does not 
belong to the things (sa ca dharmanam na vidyate). There is, then, an 
intrinsic nature without the things (dharmair vina svabhavah), and you 
should explain to what it belongs (sa yasya tad yuktam upadestum). 

Now you may fancy: Let there be no name without an object; there is 
an intrinsic nature, but that does not belong to the things; thus, the 
voidness of the things because of their being devoid of an intrinsic nature 
will be established ( evam dharmasunyata nihsvabhavatvad dharmanant 
siddha bhavisyati ), and the name will not be without an object. - To 
this we reply: You should explain that object, apart from the things, to 
which now belongs thus that intrinsic nature (evam yasyedanim sa svab- 
havo dharmavinirmuktasy&rthasya sa yuktam upadestum arthah). You have, 
however, not explained that. Hence your assumption ( kalpana ): ‘there is 
an intrinsic nature but it does not belong to the things’, is ruled out 
(hind). 

Moreover: 

XL Negation is seen to be only of an existent (sata eva pratisedho ... 
drstah), as in the following: ‘There is no pot in the house’ (nasti ghato 
geha ity ayani). Consequently, this negation of yours is that of an existent 
intrinsic nature ( pratisedho 5 yam satah svabhavasya te tasmat). 

It is only an existent object that is negated, not a non-existent one. For 
instance, when it is said: ‘There is no pot in the house’, it is an existent 
pot that is negated, not a non-existent one (sato ghatasya pratisedhah 
kriyate nasatak)- In like manner it follows that the negation ‘The things 
have no intrinsic nature’ (nasti svabhavo dharmanam) is a negation of an 
existent intrinsic nature, not of a non-existent one. In these circumstances, 
the statement that all things are devoid of an intrinsic nature is not valid. 
By the very fact that a negation is possible, the intrinsic nature of all 
things is non-negated 1 . 

1 pratisedhasantbhavad eva sarvabhavasvabhavo’pratisiddhah. Or, -svabhavah prasiddhah 
(‘the intrinsic nature of all things is established’)? Cf. Edition, p. 116, n. 9 and v. LXI 
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below. - ‘Whenever we talk of negation or absence, it is relevant to ask of what the 
absence or negation is that we are talking about. Nyaya does not accept any such thing 
as ‘pure negation’. Thus, an absence, it claims, must be an absence of something. This 
something is termed the pratiyogin (the counterpositive) of the absence in question. 
In this respect the term ‘absence’ is comparable to the term ‘cognition’ ( jhana). An 
instance of cognition is also a cognition of something. 

‘...Nyaya arrives at absence as a property by a hypostasis of denial. It interprets 
denials like “a is not there” or “a is absent there” as “there is an absence of a there.” 
Thus the absence of a is asserted as a separate entity, and a, the object of denial, is 
called the ‘counterpositive”. (B. K. Matilal, The Navya-Nyaya Doctrine of Negation: 
The Semantics and Ontology of Negative Statements in Navya-Nyaya Philosophy 
[=Harvard Oriental Series, 46, Cambridge, Mass., 1968], p. 52). 

XU. If that intrinsic nature does not exist, what, then, do you negate 
by this statement? The negation of a non-existent is established without 
words ( rte vacanat pratisedhah sidhyate hy asatah). 

If that intrinsic nature does not really exist, what do you negate by this 
statement: ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’? The negation 
of a non-existent, e.g., that of the coolness of fire (agneh saityasya) or of 
the heat of water ( apam ausnasya), is established without words b 

1 Cf. Matilal, op. cit., p. 54, n. 9: ‘Nyaya insists that the negate of a negation, i.e., 
the counterpositive of an absence, must not be an unexampled term. In other words, 
we cannot simply negate a term which has no denotation. To put it in another way, 
we cannot have an absence whose counterpositive is a fictitious entity’. The author cites 
Udayana’s Nyayakusumahjali III, 2. See also Dinesh Chandra Guha, Navy a Nyaya 
System of Logic (Some Basic Theories & Techniques) [Varanasi, 1968], pp. 112-113. 
Our passage seems to be an early and simple statement of this theory. See also 
B. K. Matilal, ‘Reference and Existence in Nyaya and Buddhist logic’, Journal of 
Indian Philosophy 1 (1970), pp. 83-110. 

Xm. Just as ignorant people (bald) wrongly perceive a mirage as water 1 , 
[and that wrong perception is removed by some person who knows, in like 
manner you may think that] you negate a wrong perception of a non¬ 
entity (evam mithyagrahah syat te pratisedhyato hy asatah ) 3 . 

When ignorant people wrongly perceive a mirage as water, a scholarly 
person ( panditaj&tiyena puruseria), in order to remove that perception, 
says that that mirage is without water (nirjala sa mrgatrsneti). Likewise, 
you may think that the statement ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature’ is meant for removing people’s perception of an intrinsic nature 
in things that are devoid of an intrinsic nature (evam nihsvabhavepu yah 
svabhave grahah sattvanam tasya vyavartanartham nihsvabhavdh sarvabha- 
va ity ucyata iti). 
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1 mrgatrsnaydm yathdjalagrahah. The compound yathajalagraha, which also occurs in 
the commentary on v. LXVI below, is explained in the commentary on the present 
verse as: jalam itigrahafi. 

2 On pratisedhyatas, cf. Edition, p. 117, n. 7. 

To this we reply: 

XIV. But this being so, the aggregate of the six following things exists: 
the perception (grdha ), the object to be perceived (grahya), the perceiver 
of that object ( tadgrahitr ), the negation {pratisedha ), the object to be 
negated (pratisedhya), and the negator (pratiseddhr ). 

If this is so, then the perception of people, the object to be perceived, 
people who perceive it, the negation of that wrong perception, the object 
to be negated, viz., that wrong perception, and people like you who 
negate that perception ( pratiseddharo yusmadadayd’ sya grahasya ) - all 
these exist. The aggregate of the six is, therefore, established ( siddham 
satkam). [And] that aggregate of six being established (tasya satkasya 
prasiddhatvdt), your statement that all things are void is not valid. 

XV. You may think that there is no perception, no object to be perceived, 
and no perceiver. But, in that case, there is no negation, no object to be 
negated, and no negator. 

If, in order to avoid that defect {ma bhud esa dosa iti krtva ), you say 
that there is no perception, no object to be perceived, and no perceiver, 
then even the negation of the perception, viz., the statement that all 
things are void {grahasya yah pratisedho nihsvabhavah sarvabhava iti), 
does not exist. The object to be negated and the negators, too, do not 
exist. 


XVI. If there is no negation, no object to be negated and no negator, 
then all things are established, as well as their intrinsic nature {siddha hi 
sarvabhavas tesam eva svabhavas ca). 

If there is no negation, no object to be negated, and no negator, then 
all things are non-negated (apratisiddhafi sarvabhavah), and they have an 
intrinsic nature {asti ca sarvabhavanam svabhavah). 

Moreover: 

XVII. Your ‘reason’ [for establishing your thesis] has not been estab- 



230 


KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


lished (hetos ca te na siddhih). How can there be, indeed, a ‘reason’ for 
you, when everything is devoid of an intrinsic nature ( naihsvabhavyat kuto 
hi te hetuh )? And this thesis of yours which is devoid of a ‘reason’, cannot 
be established ( nirhetukasya siddhir na copapannasya te ’ rthasya). 

Your reason for the thesis that all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature has not been established ( nihsvabhdvdh sarvabhava ity etasminn 
arthe te hetor asiddhih). ~ Why? - Because all things are void, being devoid 
of an intrinsic nature. How can there be thus a reason ( tato hetuh kutah)1 
[And] if there is no reason ( asati hetau), how can the thesis devoid of a 
reason, namely that all things are void, be established? - In these circum¬ 
stances, your statement that all things are void is not valid. 

Moreover: 

XVHI. If your negation of the intrinsic nature is established without any 
reason (yadi cahetoh siddhih svabhavavinivartanasya te bhavati), my af¬ 
firmation of the ‘things’ being endowed with an intrinsic nature is also 
established without any reason ( svabhavyasyastitvam mamapi nirhetukam 
siddhani). 

[The commentary is merely a paraphrase of the verse.] 

XIX. Nor can you hold that the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature is the existence of the reason ( atha hetor astitvam bhavdsvabhdvyam 
ity anupapannam)', for there is not a single thing in the world which is 
devoid of an intrinsic nature and [at the same time] existent ( lokesu 
nihsvabhavo na hi kascana vidyate bhavah). 

If you think that the fact that the things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature is the existence of the reason, [we answer:] that argument is not 
valid. - Why? - Because there is nothing in the world that is existent, 
while being devoid of an intrinsic nature 1 . 

1 This is how I understand this passage. According to the editors (p. 120, n. 1), 
‘The argument is that “if you suppose that the cause exists in reality and that all things 
(which include the cause) are without essence (so that the cause is at the same time 
really existent and without essence)”, that argument is not valid’. About the commen¬ 
tary sentence, yadi hetor astitvam manyase nihsvabhavah sarvabhava iti, tad anupapannam, 
they further observe: ‘This sentence may not be in order; it would improve it to 
put manyase before hetor and add ca after nihsvabhavah’ . All that, it seems to me, 
is unnecessary. 
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Moreover: 

XX. It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then the 
thing to be negated. Nor is it possible to hold that the negation comes 
after [the thing to be negated], or that they are simultaneous. - The in¬ 
trinsic nature of the things is, therefore, existent ( yatah svabhavah sari). 

It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then the 
thing to be negated. For, if the thing to be negated does not exist (asati 
hi pratisedhye), of what is the negation ( kasya pratisedhah )? Nor is it 
possible to hold that the negation comes after the thing to be negated. 
For, if the thing to be negated is [already] established ( siddhe hi pratised¬ 
hye), what purpose is served by the negation (kirn pratisedhah karoti )? 
Now [if you say that] the negation and the thing to be negated are simul¬ 
taneous, [we answer:] even in that way, the negation is not the cause of 
the object to be negated, nor is the object to be negated the cause of the 
negation ( na pratisedhah pratisedhyasyarthasya karanam, pratisedhyo na 
pratisedhasya ca), just as of the two horns x , grown simultaneously (yu- 
gapadutpannayoh) the right horn is not the cause of the left horn, nor is 
the left horn the cause of the right horn. - In these circumstances, your 
statement that all things are void is not valid 2 . 

1 sasa 0 in the text is an unnecessary addition to visana, as the editors have rightly 
observed (p. 120, n. 9). - Cf. Candrakirti on MK. XX, 7: na caikakalayoif savyetarago- 
visanayor janyajanakatvarri drstam, vamadaksinakarayos carariayor vd (and passim). 

2 Cf. Nyayasiitra II, 1, 12: traikalyasiddhefi pratisedhanupapattih. - Vatsyayana: 
purvant hi pratisedhasiddhav asati pratisedhye kim anena pratisidhyate ? pascatsiddhau 
pratisedhyasiddhilf, pratisedhabhavad iti. yugapatsiddhau pratisedhyasiddhyabhyanuj- 
nanad anarthakah pratisedha iti. As will be seen, Vatsyayana’s interpretation is a little 
different from that given in the commentary on our verse here. 

II 

[reply 1 )] 

[Refutation of the first objection] 

XXI. If my statement does not exist in the combination of the cause and 
the conditions, or independently of them, then the voidness of the things 
is established because of their being devoid of an intrinsic nature ( sunyat - 
vam siddham bhavanam asvabhavatvat). 

If my statement does not exist in its cause and in its conditions... 2 , it 
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is devoid of an intrinsic nature and thus void. Now the voidness of this 
statement of mine is established because of its being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature. And just as this statement is void because of its being devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, so also are all things void because of their being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature. In these circumstances, your statement: 
‘Because of the voidness of your statement it is not possible to establish 
the voidness of all things’, is not valid. 

1 In this part Nagarjuna quotes all the verses translated above, and then gives his reply. 

1 have thought it unnecessary to repeat them here. 

2 The commentary here is a restatement of what was said by the opponent in verse 1 
above. 

XXH. That nature of the things which is dependent is called voidness 1 , 
for that nature which is dependent is devoid of an intrinsic nature ( yas 
ca pratltyabh&vo bhavati hi tasyasvabhdvatvam). 

You have not understood the meaning of the voidness of the things. 
So you have set out to criticize me, saying: ‘Since your statement is devoid 
of an intrinsic nature, the negation of the intrinsic nature of the things 
is not valid’. That nature of the things which is dependent is voidness. 
- Why? - Because it is devoid of an intrinsic nature. Those things which 
are dependency originated are not endowed with an intrinsic nature, for 
they have no intrinsic nature (ye hi pratltyasamutpanna bhavas te na 
sasvabhdvd bhavanti, svabhdvdbhdvdt). - Why? - Because they are depend¬ 
ent on causes and conditions (hetupratyayasapeksatvat). If the things 
were by their own nature (svabhavatah), they would be even without the 
aggegate of causes and conditions (pratyakhyayapi hetupratyayam). But 
they are not so. Therefore they are said to be devoid of an intrinsic nature, 
and hence void. Likewise it follows that my statement also, being de¬ 
pendency originated ( pratityasamutpannatvat ), is devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, and hence void. - But things like a cart, a pot, a cloth, etc., 
though devoid of an intrinsic nature ( svabhavasiinya ) because of being de¬ 
pendency originated, are occupied with their respective functions, e.g., 
carrying wood, grass and earth, containing honey, water and milk, and 
protecting from cold, wind and heat. Similarly this statement of mine, 
though devoid of an intrinsic nature because of being dependently origi¬ 
nated, is engaged in the task of establishing the being-devoid-of-an- 
intrinsic-nature of the things ( nihsvabhavatvaprasddhane bhavanam var¬ 
iate). - In these circumstances, your statement: ‘Your statement, being 
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devoid of an intrinsic nature, is void, and, being void, it cannot negate 
the intrinsic nature of all things’, is not valid. 

1 yas ca pratityabhavo bhavanam sunyateti sa prokta. - Cf. MK. XXIV, 18: yah 
pratityasamutpadah siinyatam tmri pracaksmahe. (yati pratyayadhino sa sunya uktah, 
Anavataptahradapasamkramana-Sutra, quoted by Candrakirti, several times. Cf. supra, 
p. 217.) 

Moreover: 

XXm. Suppose that a person, artificially created ( nirmitaka ), should 
prevent ( pratisedhayeta ) another artificial person, or that a magic man 
(mayapurusd) should prevent another man created by his own magic 
(svamayaya srstam) [from doing something]. Of the same nature would 
be this negation ( pratisedho 5 yam tathaiva syat ) K 

Suppose that an artificial man should prevent another artificial man 
occupied with something (kasmimscid arthe vartamanani), or that a magic 
man created by a magician ( mayakareria srstah) should prevent another 
magic man created by his own magic and occupied with something. There, 
the artificial man who is prevented is void, and he (the artificial man) who 
prevents is also void; the magic man who is prevented is void, and he (the 
magic man) who prevents is also void. In like manner, a negation of 
the intrinsic nature of all things by my statement is possible, even though 
this statement is void (evam eva madvacanena sunyenapi sarvabhavanarri 
svabhavapratisedha upapannah ). In these circumstances, your statement: 
‘Because of the voidness of your statement, a negation of the intrinsic 
nature of all things is not possible’, is not valid. In this way is also pre¬ 
vented the controversial discussion in six points that you spoke of (tatra 
yo bhavata satkotiko vada uktaltso’pi tenaiva pratisiddhah) 2 . This being so, 
[the following objections] ‘my statement is not included in all things’; 
‘it does not exist, being void’; ‘all things are not void, are not valid’ 3 . 

1 Cf. MK. XVn, 31-32. 

2 P. 222, above. 

3 naiva hy evam sati na sarvabhavantargatani madvacanam, nasti sunyam, napisarvabh- 
avahsunyah. -Thus I read the text. According to the opponent, either the Madhyamika’s 
statement is not ‘included in all things’, and in that case some things are void and some 
others, non-void; or the statement, being ‘included in all things’, is itself void and thus 
non-existent and hence incapable of performing an action, viz., the negation. But the 
Madhyamika says in reply that his statement is ‘included in all things’, being void like 
all other things. There can be no question of some things being void and of some others 
being non-void. It cannot be maintained, however, that the statement does not exist 
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at all: it exists in a certain manner - like the artificial man or the magic man. Though 
void, the latter prevent other void persons from doing something; similarly the 
statement, though void, can negate other void things. 

Now about your statement [contained in v. II above]: 

XXIV. This statement is not endowed with an intrinsic nature ( na svdbh- 
avikam etad vakyam). There is therefore no abandonment of proposition 
on my part ( tasmdn nasti vadahanir me). There is no discordance (nasti 
ca vaisamikatvam), and [hence] there is no special reason to be stated 
(visesahetus ca na nigadyah). 

Since my statement is dependently originated, it is not endowed with 
an intrinsic nature ( na svabhavopapannam ). As previously stated, since it 
is not endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is void. And since this state¬ 
ment of mine is void, just as all other things are void, there is no dis¬ 
cordance. For, there would be a discordance [only] if we said: This 
statement is non-void ( asunya ), while all other things are void ( sunya ). 
We, however, do not say that. There is, therefore, no discordance. And 
since the following discordance, this statement is non-void while all other 
things are void, does not exist, we do not have to state the special reason 
(tasmad asmabhir visesahetur na vaktavyah) : for this reason ( anena hetuna ) 
this statement is non-void while all [other] things are void. - In these 
circumstances, your statement: ‘There is on your part an abandonment 
of proposition, there is a discordance, and you should state the special 
reason’, is not valid. 

[Refutation of the second objection: see v. Ill above.] 

XXV. The example given by you: ‘It is like “Do not make a sound”’ 1 
is not appropriate. There a sound is prevented by [another] sound, but 
the case here is not just the same ( sabdena tac ca sabdasya varanant 
naivam evaitat). 

This example, moreover, is not ours (ndpy ayam asmakam drstant ah). 
That void statement does not prevent voidness (na sunyatam pratisedhaya- 
ti) as a person, when he says: ‘Do not make a sound’, makes a sound 
and [at the same time] prevents a sound. - Why? - In this example, a 
sound is prevented by [another] sound. But the case here is not the same. 
We say: all things are devoid of an intrinsic nature, and hence void. - Why ? 
1 cf. v. ni. 
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XXVI. If things devoid of an intrinsic nature were prevented by some¬ 
thing devoid of an intrinsic nature (naihsvdbhdvydnam cen naihsvabhavy- 
ena varariam yadi), with the cessation of [their] being devoid of an in¬ 
trinsic nature would be established [their] being endowed with an intrinsic 
nature ( naihsvabhdvyanivrttau svabhavyam hi prasiddham syat) 1 . 

This example would be appropriate if by a statement devoid of an 
intrinsic nature were prevented things devoid of an intrinsic nature - as 
by the sound: ‘Do not make a sound’ is prevented [another] sound. Here, 
however, by a statement devoid of an intrinsic nature is negated the in¬ 
trinsic nature of the things (iha tu naihsvdbhavyena vacanena bhavanam 
svabhavapratisedhah kriyate). If by a statement devoid of an intrinsic 
nature were negated the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic nature ( yadi 
naihsvdbhavyena vacanena bhavanam naihsvdbhavyapratisedhah kriyate), 
the things, by the very fact of being negated in their quality of being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature ( naihsvdbhdvyapratisiddhatvad eve), would 
be endowed with an intrinsic nature ( sasvabhava bhaveyuh ). Being en¬ 
dowed with an intrinsic nature, they would be non-void. We, however, 
declare that the things are void, not that they are non-void ( sunyatam ca 
vayant bhavanam acaksmahe, ndsunyatam). This, therefore, is a non-ex¬ 
ample ( adrstanta evayam ) 2 . 

1 naihsvabhavya is used here both as an adjective and as a noun. The first is derived 
from nihsvabhava ‘absence of an intrinsic nature’, and the second, from nihsvabhdva 
‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’. 

2 For the Madhyamika, the opponent’s example is not appropriate. When one says: 
‘Do not make a sound’, one prevents by the sound one makes another sound. The 
Madhyamika, however, by his void statement, ‘All things are void’, does not negate 
other void things but only negates the things that we regard as non-void. There is thus 
no agreement between the two cases. 

XXVH. Or suppose that an artificial person should prevent the false 
notion of somebody who takes an artificial woman for a [real] woman. 
This would be like that (evam bhaved etat). 

Or suppose that in an artificial woman, void of an intrinsic nature 
( svabhavasunya ), some man should have the false notion ( asadgraha ) that 
it is really ( paramarthatah ) a woman and, as a result of that false notion, 
should feel desire for her. The Tathagata or a disciple of the Tathagata 
would [then] create an artificial man ( nirmitako nirmitah syat), [and] the 
latter would dispel the false notion of that man, through the power 
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( adhisthana ) of the Tathagata or of the disciple of the Tathagata. Like¬ 
wise, by my void statement, comparable to the artificial man ( nirmitako - 
pamena sunyena madvacanena), is prevented the idea of an intrinsic nature 
in all things which are devoid of an intrinsic nature and comparable to 
the artificial woman ( nirmitakastrlsadrsesu sarvabhavesu nihsvabhavesu yo 
’yam svabhavagrahah sa nivartyate). Thus, this is an appropriate example 
for establishing voidness, not the other one ( tasmad ayam atra drstantah 
sunyataprasadhanam praty upapadyamanah, netaraft) 1 . 

1 upapadyamana in this sentence is not so ‘odd’ as the editors think (p. 126, n. 13). 
See also the end of the commentary on the next verse. The word occurs also in other 
texts. 

xxvm. Or the reason (hetu) is similar in nature to the thesis to 
be established ( sadhyasama ), for sound has no [real] existence (na hi 
vidyate dhvaneh satta). We do not speak, however, without having re¬ 
course to the conventional truth ( samvyavahara ). 

The reason ‘It is like “Do not make a sound’” is of the same nature 
as the thesis to be established - Why? - Because all things, being devoid 
of an intrinsic nature, are alike (naihsvdbhdvyendvisistatvdt). That sound, 
being dependency originated, has no existence by its own nature (na hi 
tasya dhvaneh pratityasamutpannatvat svabhavasatta vidyate). [And] since 
it has no existence by its own nature, your statement that with a sound 
that is existent is prevented here the other sound that will be, is precluded 
(vyahanyate). It is not, however, without having recourse to the con¬ 
ventional truth ( vyavaharasatya ), it is not rejecting the conventional truth, 
that we say: All things are void. For it is not possible to teach the absolute 
truth (dharma) without having recourse to the conventional truth. It is 
said: 

‘The transcendent truth is not taught without having recourse to the 
conventional truth. [And] Nirvana is not attained without having recourse 
to the transcendent truth ’ 1 . 

Thus, all things are void like my statement (tasmdn madvacanavac chu- 
nyah sarvabhavah), and that all things are devoid of an intrinsic nature, 
follows in both ways (ubhayathopapadyamanam) [i.e., both by virtue of 
the ‘reason’ and of the thesis to be established] 2 . 

1 vyavaharam anasritya paramartho na desyatel 

paramartham anagamya nirvanam nadhigamyatejj (MK. XXTV, 10). 
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The absolute truth is beyond words ( anaksara ). But it is taught ‘through super- 
imposition’ ( samaropat ), with the help of the conventional truth. - See Murti, pp. 232, 
253. 

2 For the realist, when one says: ‘Do not make a sound’, a sound that is existent 
prevents another sound that is not existent, whereas the Madhyamika’s statement 
‘All things are void’ cannot prevent anything, for it is itself void. To this the Madhyamika 
replies that there is no sound that is ‘existent’; the objection, therefore, is not valid. - The 
idea of sddhyasama will occur again when Nagarjuna will take up the question of the 
possibility of a negation in the three times (v. LXIX). This is one of the several Naiyayika 
technical terms used by Nagarjuna in this treatise. See also MK. TV, 8-9, and Candrakirti, 
MKV.,passim. It should be noted, however, that the Madhyamikas do not use the term 
in the sense in which Nyaya uses it. The translation ‘ petitio principii’, found in the 
modern translations of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, is therefore inexact. (Cf. H. N. 
Randle, Indian Logic in the Early Schools: A Study of the Nyayadarsana in its relation 
to the early Logic of other schools [Oxford University Press, 1930], p. 15, n. 3). 

Now about your statement [contained in v. IV]: 

XXIX 1 . If I had any proposition ( pratijna ), this defect idosa) would be 
mine. I have, however, no proposition (nasti ca mama pratijna). There¬ 
fore, there is no defect that is mine ( tasman naivasti me dosah). 

If I had any proposition, then the defect previously stated by you 
would be mine, because it would affect the specific character of my prop¬ 
osition ( mama pratijhdlaksanapraptatvat). [But] I have no proposition. 
Thus [we observe:] When all things are void, perfectly appeased and by 
nature isolated 2 , how can there be a proposition? How can something 
assume the specific character of a proposition ( kutah pratijhdlaksanap- 
rdptih)1 And, how can there be a defect, caused by the assumption of 
the specific character of a proposition ( kutah pratijhdlaksanaprdptikrto 
dosah )? - In these circumstances, your statement: ‘The defect is only 
yours because it applies to the specific character of your proposition’, is 
not valid 3 . 

1 This and the following verse are quoted by Candrakirti, MKV., p. 16 (cf. p. 30). 

2 sunyesv atvantopasantesu prakrtiviviktesu. - The things’ being devoid of an intrinsic 

nature does not mean that they have no nature at all. In their essential nature ( prakrti ), 
they are nothing but the universal and absolute Reality, which is ‘perfectly appeased’ 
(atyantopasanta) and ‘by nature isolated’ (prakrtivivikta). That Nature, isolated from 
its appearances, is not, however, an entity that can be determined objectively. ‘By their 
nature, the things are not a determinate entity. Their nature is a non-nature; it is their 
non-nature that is their nature. For they have only one nature, i.e., no nature (from the 
objective standpoint)’: prakrtyaiva na te dharmah kirpcit. yd caprakrtih saprakrtih, yd 
cdprakptih saprakrtih sarvadharmaridm- ekalaksanatvadyadutalaksanatvat. ( Asfasdhas- 
rika Prajhapdramita, p. 96, (ed. by P. L. Vaidya), Darbhanga, 1960). - The expression 
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prakrtivivikta occurs on the same page of the Astasahasrika Prajndparamita. Nagarjuna 
uses the words santa and upasanta in the same sense. The Absolute is ‘appeased’, 
because it is not ‘grasped’, and hence not expressed in words. Cf. MK. XVIII, 9; XXV, 
24. 

In the Mahayana works, the Absolute is often spoken of as beyond ‘grasping’ 
( upalambha ). Objectively speaking, it is ‘non-existent’. But from its objective non¬ 
existence we should not conclude its metaphysical non-existence. On the contrary, 
its objective ‘non-existence’ is evidence of its highest metaphysical ‘existence’, its being 
‘not grasped’ in an objective sense is evidence of its being ‘grasped’ in the highest 
metaphysical sense, i.e., beyond the subject-object split. We read thus in the Mahayana- 
sutralarpkara: 

yavidyamanata saiva parama \idyamdnatdj 

sarvathanupalambhas ca upalambhah paro matah //(IX, 78; ed. by S. Levi, Paris, 1907). 

Cf. also Candrakirti, MKV., p. 265: avidyatimiraprabhdvopalabdham bhavajatam 
yenatmana vigatdvidydtimirdndm aryanam adarsanayogena visayatvam upayati tad eva 
svariipam esarri svabhava iti vyavasthapyate... sa caisa bhavanam anutpaddtmakah 
svabhavo ’kirticittvendbhdvamdtratvad asvabhava eveti krtva nasti bhavasvabhava iti 
vijneyam. [Supra, p. 217.] 

3 The Madhyamika may say that, if in the realist’s opinion he cannot deny with his 
void statement the reality of the things, the realist himself cannot deny the Madhyamika’s 
negation. To this the realist replies that the objection does not apply to him, for it is 
the Madhyamika, not he, who holds that all things are void; his statement negating 
the Madhyamika’s negation is therefore not void. - But the Madhyamika replies in 
turn that the realist’s objection is not valid, for the Madhyamika has no proposition 
of his own. ‘All things are void’ is not a “proposition”. It only expresses the Inex¬ 
pressible, with the help of the conventional truth - as he has already explained it in 
the previous verse. The real language here would be silence: paramartho hy aryanani 
tusmmbhdvah, Candrakirti (MKV., p. 57; cf. Murti, p. 232; supra, p. 217). 

[Refutation of the third objection; see w. V, VI]. 

XXX. If I apprehended something with the help of perception, etc. 1 , 
then I would either affirm or deny (pravartayeyam nivartayeyam vd). [But] 
since that thing does not exist, I am not to blame ( tadabhavan me > nu- 
palambhah). 

If I apprehended something with the help of the four pramanas, viz., 
perception, inference, identification and verbal testimony, or with the help 
of one of these, then I would either affirm or deny. [But] since I do not 
apprehend any thing whatever ( yathartham evaham kamcin nopalabhe), 
I neither affirm nor deny ( tasman na pravartayami na nivartayami). In 
these circumstances, your criticism (yo bhavatopalambha uktah ): ‘If [you 
say that] you deny the things after having apprehended them through one 
of the pramayas, viz., perception, etc., [we reply:] those pramanas do not 
exist, nor do exist the objects to be obtained through them ( tais ca pra- 
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mdriair api gamya art hah)’, does not concern me (sa me bhavaty evanupa- 
lambhali). 

1 Cf. w. V-VI. 

Furthermore: 

XXXI. If such and such objects are established for you through the 
pramanas {yadi ca pramanatas te tesam tesam prasiddhir arthanam), tell 
me how those pramanas are established for you {tesam punah prasiddhint 
brilhi katham te pramartanam) 1 . 

If you think that such and such objects - the ‘objects of true cognition’ 
(prameya ) - are established through the ‘instruments of true cognition’ 
( pramana ), just as the things to be measured {meya) are established 
through the measuring instruments {mana), [we ask:] How are those 
‘instruments of true cognition’, viz., perception, inference, identification 
and verbal testimony, established? If [you say that] the pramanas are 
established without the help of pramanas {yadi tavan nispramananam 
pramananam syat prasiddhih), then [your] proposition that [all] objects 
are established through pramanas is abandoned {pramanato ‘rthanam pra¬ 
siddhir iti hiyate pratijha) 2 . 

1 The Madhyamika-Naiyayika controversy on the pramanas is well known from the 
Nyayasutras DL 1. 8-19. Here we have the Madhyamika’s own version of it. See on 
this question Murti, pp. 149ff. 

2 Because the pramanas, the ‘means of true cognition’, are also ‘objects’ ( artha ). 

XXXH. If the pramanas (means of knowledge) are established through 
other pramanas, then there is an infinite series {anavastha). Neither the 
beginning nor the middle nor the end can be established {nadeh siddhis 
tatrasti naiva madhyasya nantasya). 

If you think that the ‘objects of true cognition’ {prameya) are estab¬ 
lished through the ‘means of true cognition’ {pramana) and that those 
‘means of true cognition’ are established through other ‘means of true 
cognition’, then there follows an infinite series. [Now] what harm is there 
in admitting an infinite series {anavasthaprasahge ko dosah )? - If there is 
an infinite series, the beginning is not established. - Why? - Because 
those pramanas are established through other pramanas, and those others 
again through other pramanas. In this way, there is no beginning. [And] 
if there is no beginning, how can there be a middle? how can there be 
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an end? - Thus, it cannot be maintained that those pramanas are estab¬ 
lished through other pramanas 1 - 

1 Cf. Nyayasutra II, 1, 17, and Vatsyayana’s bhasya on it. 

XXXin. Now, if [you think that] those pramanas are established with¬ 
out pramanas ( pramanair vina), then your philosophic position is aban¬ 
doned. There is a discordance, and you should state the special reason 
for that. 

Now, if you think: those pramanas are established without pramanas ; 
the objects to be cognized ( prameydriam arthanam), however, are estab¬ 
lished through the pramanas, then your position that [all] objects are 
established through pramanas (pramanaih prasiddhir arthanam) is aban¬ 
doned. There is, moreover, a discordance, namely that some objects are 
established through pramanas, while some others are not ( kesamcid artha- 
nam pramanaih prasiddhih kesamcin neti). And you should state the 
special reason why some objects are established through pramanas, while 
some others are not. But you have not stated that. Thus this assumption, 
too, is not valid ( tasmad iyam api kalpana nopapanneti) L 
The opponent replies: The pramanas establish themselves as well as 
other things. It is said: 

‘Fire illuminates itself as well as other things. Likewise, the pramanas 
establish themselves as well as other things’ 2 . 

[The commentary on this verse is just a paraphrase.] 

1 After having refuted the charge of‘discordance’ ( vaisamikatva ; v. II) brought against 
him by his opponent, Nagarjuna here returns the same charge to his opponent. 

2 dyotayati svdtmdnam yathd hutdsas tatha paratmanam / 
svaparatmanav evarri prasadhayanti pramdriani/l 

The view put forward in this verse is in accord with Nyayasutra II. 1. 19: na, 
pradipaprakasasiddhivat tatsiddheh. This seems, at least, to have been the view of 
Gautama and of some of his followers. Vatsyayana’s interpretation is different. See 
on this point Professor Tucci’s notes, pp. 36-37 (cf. Introduction, p. xxvii). 

Here we observe: 

XXXIV. This is a defective proposition ( visamopanyasa ) L Fire does not 
illuminate itself, for its non-perception is not seen to be comparable to 
that of a pot in darkness {na hi tasyanupalabdhir drsta tamasiva kumbha- 
sya). 
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Your proposition that the pramanas establish themselves as well as 
other things like fire [that illuminates itself as well as other things] is 
defective. For fire does not illuminate itself. A pot, not illuminated by 
fire, is first not perceived in darkness. Then, being illuminated by fire, it 
is perceived. If, in a similar way, fire, not being illuminated, first existed 
in darkness, and then illuminated, it would be possible to say: it illumi¬ 
nates itself (evam evayady aprakasitah prag agnis tamasi syad uttarakalam 
agneh prakasanam syat , atah svatmanam prakasayet). This, however, is 
not the case. Thus this assumption, too, is not valid. 

1 Cf. supra, p. 223, commentary on v. III. 

Furthermore: 

XXXV. If, as you say, fire illuminates itself as it illuminates other things, 
then it will also burn itself. 

If, as you say, fire illuminates itself just as it illuminates other things, 
then it will also burn itself just as it burns other things. This, however, 
is not the case. In these circumstances, your statement that fire illuminates 
itself as it illuminates other things, is not valid 1 . 

1 The subject cannot be the object of its own act. Cf. Sankara, Upadesasahasri, padya 
XVI, 13 (in Minor Works of Sri Sahkaracarya (ed. by H. R. Bhagavat) —Poona 
Oriental Series, No. 8, second edition, 1952): 
yaddharma yah paddrtho na tasyaiveyat sa karmatam/ 
na hy atmanarn dahaty agnis tatha naira prakasayetH 

Sahkara criticizes there the Buddhist idealists (Vijnanavadin), who hold that cognition 
is self-luminous, like a lamp. See also Brahmasutra-bhasya, II. 2. 28. In his comment 
on Brhadaranyaka - Upanisad IV. 3. 7. Sankara uses arguments which recall those 
used by Nagarjuna in the preceding verse: yat tucyate, pradipa atmanarn ghatani 
cavabhasayatiti, tad asat. - kasmat? - yadatmanam navabhdsayati tada kidrsah syat? 
na hi pradipasya svato vd parato vd visesah ka.icid upalabhyate. sa hy avabhdsyo 
bhavati yasydvabhdsakasatrmidhav asamnidhau ca visesa upalabhyate. na hi pradipasya 
svatmasamnidhir asamnidhir vd sakyah kalpayitum. asati ca kadacitke visesa atmanarn 
pradipah prakasayatiti mrsaivocyate. (Anandasrama Sanskrit Series, 15, Poona, second 
edition, 1902, pp. 568-9). 

Besides: 

XXXVI. If, as you say, fire illuminates both other things and itself, then 
darkness will cover both other things and itself *. 

If in your opinion fire illuminates both other things and itself, then its 
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opposite ( tatpratipaksabhutah ), darkness, too, would cover both other 
things and itself. This, however, is not seen. In these circumstances, your 
statement that fire illuminates both other things and itself is not valid. 

1 Cf. MK. vn, 12: 

pradipah svaparatmanau sarnprakasayate yadi/ 
tamo ‘pi svaparatmanau chadayisyaty asamsayamj j 

Again: 


XXXVII. There is no darkness in fire nor in something else in which 
fire stands (nasti tamas ca jvalane yatra ca tisthati paratmani jvalanah). 
How can it [then] illuminate? For illumination is destruction of dark¬ 
ness 1 . 

Here, in fire, there is no darkness. Nor is there any darkness in a place 
where fire is. Now, illumination is obstruction caused to darkness ( ta- 
masah pratighatah). But since there is no darkness in fire or in a place 
where fire is, what is that darkness which is obstructed by fire, and by 
virtue of whose obstruction it illuminates both other things and itself 
(kasya tamasah pratighatam agnih karoti, yasya pratighatad agnih svapa- 
ratmdnau prakasayatiti )? 

The opponent replies: But is it not true that fire illuminates both other 
things and itself, for this very reason that there is no darkness in fire or 
in a place where fire is (nanu yasmad evam nagnau tamo ‘sti napi yatragnis 
tatra tamo 'sti, tasmad eva svaparatmanau na prakasayaty agnih. kutah)l 
For, in the very process of its origination, fire obstructs darkness ( tena hy 
utpadyamanenaivagnind tamasah pratighatah). If there is no darkness in 
fire or in a place where fire is, it is because in the very process of its 
origination fire illuminates both other things and itself ( tasman nagnau 
tamo ‘sti napi yatragnis tatra tamo 'sti, yasmad utpadyamana evobhayarri 
prakasayaty agnih svatmanarri paratmanani ceti). 

1 Cf. MK. vn, 9: 

pradipe nandhakaro ’ sti yatra cdsau pratisthitahj 
kirrt prakasayati dipat) prakaso hi tamovadhahjj 

Here we observe: 


xxxvm. It is wrong to say ( asadvada ) that fire illuminates in the very 
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process of its origination. For, in the very process of its origination, fire 
does not come in contact with darkness 1 . 

The opinion that fire, in the very process of its origination, illuminates 
both other things and itself, is not tenable. - Why? - Because, in the very 
process of its origination, fire does not come in contact with darkness, 
and, since it does not come in contact with it, it does not destroy it. Since, 
however, darkness is not destroyed, there is no illumination ( tamasas 
canupaghatan nasti prakdsah). 

1 Cf. MK. vn, 10: 

katham utpadyamanena pradipena tamo hataml 
notpadyamano hi tamah pradipah prapnute yadaH 

Light and darkness cannot coexist: alokandhakarayoryaugapadyabhavat, Candraklrti 
on this verse. 

XXXIX. If fire destroyed darkness even without coming in contact with 
it, then this fire, standing here, would destroy darkness in all the worlds . 1 

Now, if you think that fire destroys darkness even without coming in 
contact with it, then this fire, standing here at this moment, will equally 
(tulyam ) destroy the darkness existing in all the worlds, without coming 
in contact with it. This, however, is not seen to be the case ( na caitad 
evam drstam). Thus, your opinion that fire destroys darkness even without 
coming in contact with it, is not valid. 

1 Cf. MK. VII, 11: 

aprapyaiva pradipena yadi va nihatarp tamahl 
ihasthah sarvalokastharp sa tamo nihanisyatijl 

Furthermore: 

XL. If the pramanas are self-established {yadi svatas capramanasiddhih), 
then the ‘means of true cognition’ are established for you independently 
of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (anapekfya tarn prameyani bhavati pra- 
manasiddhih). For self-establishment does not require another thing {na 
parapeksd svatah siddhih) K 

[The commentary is merely a paraphrase.] 

The opponent replies: What defect will ensue (ko doso bhavisyati) if the 
means of true cognition do not require the objects to be cognized ( pra- 
meyan arthan )? 

1 On this and the following verses cf. MK. X, 8-12. 
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Here we observe: 

XLI. If you think that the ‘means of true cognition’ (pramana ) are 
established independently of the ‘objects to be cognized’ ( prameyan 
arthari), then those pramanas are pramanas for nothing else ( na bhavanti 
kasyacid evam imani tani pramanani). 

If [you think that] the ‘means of true cognition’ are established inde¬ 
pendently of the ‘objects to be cognized’, then those pramanas are pra- 
marias of nothing else ( evam tanimani pramanani na kasyacit pramanani 
bhavanti). Thus there is a defect {evam dosah). If, however, the pramanas 
are pramanas of something, they do not then become ‘means of true 
cognition’ independently of the ‘objects to be cognized’ {atha kasyacid 
bhavanti pramanani naivedanim anapeksya prameyan arthan pramanani 
bhavanti). 

XLH. [The opponent may reply:] If it is admitted that they are estab¬ 
lished in relation [to the objects to be cognized], what defect is there? - 
[The defect is that] what is [already] established is established [again] 
{siddhasya sddhanam syat). For something that is not established does not 
require something else ( nasiddho' peksate hy anyat). 

If it is admitted that the ‘means of true cognition’ are established in 
relation to the ‘objects to be cognized’, then the four ‘means of true 
cognition’, which are [already] established, are established [anew]. - Why? 
- Because an object that is not established does not require [something 
else]. For instance, Devadatta, who is not [yet] established, does not 
require anything whatever. But it is not admissible (istd) that something 
that is [already] established be established [anew]. One does not do some¬ 
thing that is [already] done. 

Besides: 

XLin. If the pramanas are by all means (sarvatha) established in relation 
to the prameyas, the prameyas are not established in relation to the 
pramanas. 

If the pramanas are established in relation to the prameyas, the prameyas 
are not established in relation to the pramanas. - Why? - Because the 
object to be established ( sadhya) does not establish the instrument by 
which it is established ( Sadhana). The pramanas, however, are the instru- 
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ments by which the prameyas are established ( sadhanani ca kila prameya- 
riam pramanani) 1 . 

1 This is the ordinary view. But, if it is thought that the pramarias themselves are 
established by the prameyas, in other words, that they are sadhyas in relation to 
the prameyas, which are sadhanas, they cannot establish the prameyas, for the sadhya 
cannot establish the sadhana. 

XLIV. And if the prameyas are established even independently of the 
pramanas, what do you gain by establishing the pramanas {him te pra- 
mariasiddhya) c t That whose purpose they serve is [already] established 
(tani yadartham prasiddham tat). 

[The commentary is just a paraphrase.] 

XLV. Besides, if you establish the pramanas in relation to the prameyas, 
there is certainly a confusion of pramanas and prameyas (yyatyaya evam 
sati te dhruvam pramanaprameyaridm). 

Moreover, if you think, in order to avoid the defect stated before 1 , that 
the ‘means of true cognition’ exist only in relation to the ‘objects to be 
cognized’, there is a confusion of pramarias and prameyas. Your pramanas 
become prameyas, because they are established by the prameyas (pra- 
meyaih sadhitatvat). And the prameyas become pramanas, because they 
establish the pramarias (pramananam sadhakatvat). 

1 Cf. v. XLI. 

XLVI. Now, if you think that through the establishment of the pramanas 
are established the prameyas, and that through the establishment of the 
prameyas are established the pramanas, then neither the prameyas nor the 
pramanas are established for you. 

Now, if you think that through the establishment of the pramarias are 
established the prameyas - because the prameyas require the pramanas - 
and that through the establishment of the prameyas are established the 
pramanas - because the pramanas require the prameyas - then neither the 
prameyas nor the pramanas are established. - Why? - 

XLVH. Because, if the prameyas owe their establishment to the prama¬ 
nas, and if those pramanas are to be established by those very prameyas 
(sidhyanti hipramanair yadiprameyaiii tani fair eva sadhyani caprameyaih), 
how will the pramanas establish [the prameyas] ? 
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Because, if the prameyas owe their establishment to the pramanas, and 
if those pramanas are to be established by those very prameyas ( tani ca 
pramanani fair eva prameyaih sddhayitavydni), [we encounter the follow¬ 
ing difficulty:] the prameyas not having been established, the pramanas 
are not established, for their cause ( karana ) x is not established. How, 
then, will the pramanas 2 establish the prameyas'! 

1 I.e., the prameyas. 

2 Which themselves are not yet established. 

XLVIH. And if the pramanas owe their establishment to the prameyas, 
and if those prameyas are to be established by those very pramanas, how 
will the prameyas establish [the pramayas]'! 

And if the pramanas owe their establishment to the prameyas, and if 
those prameyas are to be established by those very pramanas, [we en¬ 
counter the following difficulty:] the pramanas not having been establish¬ 
ed, the prameyas are not established, for their cause 1 is not established. 
How, then, will the prameyas 2 establish the pramanas ? ‘l 

1 I.e., the pramanas. 

2 Which themselves are not yet established. 

3 In MK. XXIII, 10-11, Nagarjuna argues in a similar way to show the hollowness of 
the ideas of good and evil: 

anapeksya subharp, nasty asubharp prajhapayemahij 
yat pratitya subham tasmac chubharp naivopapadyatel/ 

anapeksydsubham nasti subham prajhapayemahil 
yat pratltyasubharp tasmad asubharp naiva vidyate/l 

XLIX. If the son is to be produced ( utpadya ) by the father, and if that 
father is to be produced by that very son, tell me who, in that case, 
produces whom (yada tatrotpadayati kah kam). 

Supposing somebody said: the son is to be produced ( utpadanlya ) by 
the father, and that father is to be produced by that very son, tell me 
who is to be produced by whom (kena ka utpadayitavya iti). In like 
manner you say: the prameyas are to be established by the pramaiias, but 
those very pramanas are to be established by those very prameyas. Now, 
which of these are to be established for you by which others ( tatredanim 
te katamaih katamani sddhayitavydni )? 


L. Tell me who is there the father, and who the son. Both of them bear 
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the marks of a father and of a son (tav ubhdv api ca pitrputralaksanadha- 
rau), wherefore we have a doubt here (yato bhavati no' tra samdehah). 

Of that father and that son, mentioned before, who is the son, and who 
the father? Both of them, as producers ( utpadakatvat ), bear the mark of 
a father, and, as produced ( utpadyatvat ), the mark of a son. We have a 
doubt here: which of these, there, is the father, and which other the son? 
Likewise, of these two [groups] your pramarias and prameyas, which are 
the pramanas, and which others the prameyas ? For both of these, as that 
which establishes ( sadhakatvat ), are pramanas, and, as that which is to 
be established ( sadhyatvat ), prameyas. We have a doubt here as to which 
of these are pramanas, and which others the prameyas 1 . 

1 Pramana and prameya are relative terms. One exists only in relation to the other. 
They are ‘dependently originated’, and hence ‘void’. In an absolute sense, there is 
neither any pramana nor any prameya. The example of the father and the son indicates 
it. The father exists only in relation to the son, and the son exists only in relation 
to the father; in an absolute sense, there is neither a father nor a son; 

pita cen na vitta putrat kutaif putrasya sambhavah/ 

putrabhave pita nasti tathasattvam tayor dvayofi// (Santidcva, Bodhicaryavatara, IX, 
114 (ed. by P. L. Vaidya), Darbhanga, 1960). 

We should not conclude, however, that Nagarjuna does not recognize any empirical 
validity of the pramanas and the prameyas, of the ideas of the father and the son, and 
so on. On the contrary, he would say, in accord with his doctrine of action (supra, 
p. 218; infra, w. LIV-LVI), that it is their ‘voidness’ which establishes their empirical 
validity. If‘voidness’, i.e. ‘dependent origination’, is denied, then they become the supra- 
relational Absolute, and thus annul themselves as such. - Cf. Candrakirti, MKV., p. 69. 

LI. The pramarias are not established by themselves ( svatah ) or by one 
another ( parasparatah ) or by other pramanas (parapramdnaih) 1 . Nor are 
they established by the prameyas, or accidentally ( akasmat ) 2 . 

Perception ( pratyaksa ) is not established by that very perception, infer¬ 
ence ( anumana ) is not established by that very inference, identification 
( upamana ) 3 is not established by that very identification, and testimony 
( agama ) is not established by that very testimony. Nor are they estab¬ 
lished by one another, i.e., perception by inference, identification and 
testimony, inference by perception, identification and testimony, identi¬ 
fication by perception, inference and testimony, and testimony by per¬ 
ception, inference and identification. Nor are perception, inference, iden¬ 
tification and testimony established, respectively ( yathasvam ), by another 
perception, another inference, another identification, and another testi- 
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mony. Nor are the pramarias established by the prameyas, taken collec¬ 
tively or individually ( samastavyastaih ), each pramaria being established 
either by the corresponding prameya or by the other prameyas too (sva- 
visayaparavisayasamgrhltaili). Nor are they established accidentally. Nor 
again are they established by a combination of the causes mentioned 
before (samuccayenaitesam karananam purvoddistanam), whatever their 
number: twenty, thirty, forty or twenty-six 4 . - In these circumstances, 
your statement: ‘Because the things to be cognized are to be obtained 
through the means of true cognition ( pramariadhigamyatvat prameyariam 
bhavanam), those things to be cognized {prameya bhavah) exist as well as 
those means of true cognition through which those things to be cognized 
are obtained {sand ca te prameya bhavas tani ca pramanani yais te pra- 
manaih prameya bhavah samadhigata id)’, is not valid. 

1 I do not see how the correction suggested by Arnold Kunst in his Preface, p. 101, 
can be accepted. 

2 Cf. MK. I, 1 : 

na svato ndpi parato na dvabhyam napy ahetutahj 
utpanna jatu vidyante bhavah kvacana kecana/l 

3 Cf. supra , p. 225, n. 1 on v. V. 

4 What is the meaning of these numbers, and especially of the number twenty-six, 
which closes the series? We obtain, in fact, the number twenty, if we combine the causes 
enumerated above, up to ‘another testimony’. Perhaps the author wants, first, to in¬ 
crease that number by ten, then that number again by ten, and finally to multiply twenty 
by some number. Instead of satvimsati (sic), I am tempted to read satavimsati ‘hundred 
times twenty’. All that, of course, is mere conjecture. 

[Refutation of the fourth objection; see v. VII] 

LIT. If people conversant with the state of things 1 say that the good 
things have a good intrinsic nature, that has to be stated in detail {evam 
pravibhagenabhidheyah syat). 

People conversant with the state of things think that the good things 
have a good intrinsic nature. But that has to be stated by you in detail: 
this is that good intrinsic nature; these are those good things; this is that 
good consciousness {kusalam vijhanam) ; this is that intrinsic nature of the 
good consciousness {kusalavijhdnasvabhava), and so on {evam sarvesam ). 
This, however, is not seen to be so {na caitad evam drstani). Thus your 
statement that the intrinsic nature of each individual thing has been ex¬ 
plained {yathasvam upadistah) is not valid. 

1 Cf. v. VII. 
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LHI. Besides, if that good intrinsic nature of the good things originates 
dependently ( pratitya utpadyate), it is an extrinsic nature ( parabhava ). 
How can it be thus an intrinsic nature ( svabhava evam katham bhavati )? 

Besides, if the intrinsic nature of the good things originates in depen¬ 
dence upon the cause-condition complex ( hetupratyayasamagrim prati- 
tyotpadyate), how can that nature, being born of an extrinsic nature 
( parabhavad utpannah), be the intrinsic nature of the good things? The 
same holds true of the bad and other things ( evam evakusalaprabhrtindm). 
- In these circumstances, your statement that the good intrinsic nature 
of the good things has been explained, as well as the bad intrinsic nature 
of the bad things, and so on, is not valid. 

LIV. Now, if [you think:] that intrinsic nature of the good things origi¬ 
nates without depending on anything (na pratitya kimcit), then there 
would be no practice of monasticism brahmacarya ( evam syad vaso na 
brahmacaryasya ) L 

Now, if you think that the good intrinsic nature of the good things 
originates without depending on anything, and that the same is true of 
the bad intrinsic nature of the bad things and of the indeterminate 
(avyakrta ) intrinsic nature of the indeterminate things, then there is no 
practice of monasticism (evam saty abrahmacaryavaso bhavati'). - Why? - 
Because, if this is so, one rejects Dependent Origination (pratityasamut- 
padasya hy evam sati pratyakhydnam bhavati). By rejecting Dependent 
Origination, one rejects the vision of Dependent Origination ( pratityasa- 
mutpadasya pratyakhydndt pratityasamutpddadarsanapratydkhyanam bha¬ 
vati). For if Dependent Origination does not exist, there can be no 
question of its vision (na hy avidyamanasya pratityasamutpadasya darsa- 
nam upapadyamanam bhavati). If there is no vision of Dependent Origi¬ 
nation, there is no vision of Dharma. For the Lord has said: ‘O monks, 
one who sees the pratityasamutpada sees the Dharma ’ 2 . [And] if one does 
not see the Dharma, there is no practice of monasticism (dharmadarsa- 
nabhavad brahmacaryavasabhavah). 

Or, rejecting Dependent Origination, one rejects the origination of 
sorrow (atha va pratityasamutpddapratyakhydndd duhkhasamudayapraty- 
dkhyanam bhavati). For Dependent Origination is the origination of 
sorrow (pratityasamntpado hi duhkhasya samudayah). By rejecting the 
origination of sorrow, one rejects sorrow (duhkhasamudayasya pratyak- 
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hyanad duhkhapratyakhyanam bhavati). For, if there is no origination, how 
will sorrow originate (asati hi samudaye tat kuto duhkham samudesyati )? 
If sorrow and [its] origination are rejected, then the cessation ( nirodha) 
of sorrow is rejected. For, if there is no origination of sorrow, what will 
come to cease by ‘cessation’ nirvana ( kasya prahanan nirodho bhavisyati )? 
[And] if the cessation of sorrow is rejected, the Way ( marga ) is rejected. 
For, if there is no cessation of sorrow, for obtaining what will there be a 
Way leading to the cessation of sorrow ( kasya pr dptaye mar go bhavisyati 
duhkhanirodhagdmi )? Thus, the Four Noble Truths will cease to exist 
(evam caturndm aryasatyanam abhavah). If they do not exist, there is no 
result of monastic life ( sramanyaphala ). For it is through the vision of 
[those] Truths that the results of monastic life are attained ( satyadarsanac 
chramanyaphalani hi samadhigamyante ). [And] if the results of monastic 
life do not exist, there is no practice of monasticism. 

1 Apparently, the Madhyamika’s assertion that all things are void ruins the founda¬ 
tion of all religious practice. But the Madhyamika says in reply that it is on the 
contrary if things are not void , that all religious practice becomes meaningless. Voidness 
is ‘dependent origination’ ( pratityasamutpada ). But if there is no ‘dependent origination’, 
then there is no sorrow, no origination of sorrow, and, for that reason, no destruction 
of sorrow and no way leading to that destruction. Everything is immutable, free from 
the vicissitudes of the empirical world, being the Absolute itself. Thus, if Voidness 
is not admitted, the Four Noble Truths, which constitute the foundation of all religious 
practice in Buddhism, cannot be understood. - The whole thing has to be read along 
with MK. XXIV (cf. E. Frauwallner’s introduction to his translation of this chapter, 
in Die Philosophie des Buddhismus [Berlin, 1956], pp. 187ff). See also p. 218 above, 
and the concluding verse of our treatise. 

2 This is a quotation from the Salistamba-Sutra (cf. Mahayana-Sutra-Samgraha I (ed. 
by P. L. Vaidya), [Darbhanga, 1961], p. 100). For the Pali version see Majjhima- 
Nikaya I, pp. 190-1 (Pali Text Society edition). - Dharma, as equivalent to pratitya- 
samutpada, does not mean the Absolute Truth (in which there is no dependent origina¬ 
tion: cf. supra, p. 218), but is only a negative expression of the Absolute. Cf. my forth¬ 
coming book entitled L’atman-brahman dans le Bouddhisme ancien (Ecole franpaise 
d’Extreme-Orient, Paris). 

Furthermore: 

LY. There would be neither merit ( dharma ) nor demerit ( adharma ) nor 
the worldly conventions ( samvyavaharas ca laukikah). All things being 
endowed with an intrinsic nature, would be permanent - for that which 
has no cause is permanent ( nityas ca sasvabhavah syur nityatvad ahetu- 
matah). 

If this is so, what defect follows for you who reject Dependent Origi- 
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nation (evam sati pratityasamutpadam pratydcaksanasya bhavatah ko 
dosah prasajyate )? - There is no merit. There is no demerit. Nor do exist 
the worldly conventions. - Why? - Because all those are dependency 
originated; how will they be, if there is no dependent origination (prati - 
tyasamutpannam hy etatsarvam; asatipratityasamutpade kuto bhavisyati )? 
Moreover, being endowed with an intrinsic nature ( sasvabhava ), not de¬ 
pendency originated ('apratityasamutpanna ) and devoid of a cause (nirhe- 
tuka), it would be permanent ( nitya ). - Why? - Because things that have 
no cause are permanent ( nirhetuka hi bhava nityah). - There would thus 
follow that very non-practice of monasticism (sa eva cabrahmacaryavasah 
prasajyeta). And you would contradict your own tenet ( svasiddhantavi- 
rodlias ca) 1 . - Why? - Because the Lord has taught that all conditioned 
things are impermanent ( anitya hi bhagavata sarve samskara nirdistafr). 
They become permanent, because they are [supposed to be] endowed with 
an intrinsic nature and hence [to be] permanent (te sasvabhdvanityatvan 
nitya hi bhavanti ). 

1 I do not see why we should conclude from this that the objection formulated in v. VII 
springs from a Hinayanist (cf. p. 226, above). The Naiyayika realist, who uses against 
Nagarjuna, a Buddhist, the standpoint of the Buddhist realists, must also accept their 
tenet - in order to be consistent with himself. Nagarjuna here uses against his opponent 
what is commonly regarded as the essence of the Buddha’s teaching, namely that all 
things are impermanent (anitya). 

LVI. And the same defect exists also with regard to the bad things, to 
the indeterminate things, to those things which lead to emancipation, and 
so on (nairydnikddisu). Thus, all that is conditioned becomes for you 
unconditioned ( tasmat sarvam samskrtam asamskrtam te bhavaty eva). 

And the rule that has been indicated, concerning the good things (yas 
caisa kusalesu dharmesu nirdistah kalpah), applies also to the bad things, 
to the indeterminate things, to those things which lead to emancipation, 
and so on ( nairyanikaprabhrtisu ). Thus all that, though conditioned, turns 
out to be unconditioned for you ( tasmat te sarvam idarn samskrtam a- 
samskrtam sampadyate). - Why? - Because, there being no cause, there 
is no origination, no subsistence and no destruction ( hetau hy asaty utpa- 
dasthitibhahgana bhavanti). [And] there being no origination, no subsist¬ 
ence and no destruction, all that is conditioned turns out to be uncon¬ 
ditioned, because of the absence of the specific character of the con¬ 
ditioned ( samskrtalaksan.dbhd.vdt ). - In these circumstances, your state- 
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ment that all things are non-void because the good and other things have 
an intrinsic nature (kusalddinam bhavanam svabhavasadbhdvad asunyah 
sarvabhava iti), is not valid. 

[Refutation of the fifth objection; v. IX]. 

LVH. One who says that the name (namari ) 1 is existent ( sadbhuta ), de¬ 
serves indeed the answer from you: ‘There is an intrinsic nature’ 2 . We, 
however, do not say that ( brumas ca na vayam tat). 

One who says that the name is existent, deserves the answer from you: 
‘There is an intrinsic nature’. That intrinsic nature, which is designated 
by the existent name, must also be, for that reason, existent (yasya sad- 
bhutam nama svabhavasya tasmat tenapi svabhavena sadbhutena bhavita- 
vyam). For a non-existent intrinsic nature cannot have an existent name 
(na hy asadbhutasya svabhavasya sadbhutam nama bhavati). We, however, 
do not say that the name is existent. Since the things have no intrinsic 
nature, that name also is devoid of an intrinsic nature ( nihsvabhava ). For 
that reason, it is void (sunya), and, being void, it is non-existent (asadbhu- 
ta). - In these circumstances, your statement that because of the existence 
of the name ( namasadbhdvat ) the intrinsic nature is existent (sadbhiitah 
svabhavah), is not valid. 

1 Cf. v. IX. 

2 sasvabhava ity evarn bhavata prativaktavyo nama. - sasvabhava here is used as the 
opposite of nihsvabhava or asvabhava ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ (w. IX, LIX). 
Let us remember that according to the opponent, there can be no name without an 
object. The name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ proves, therefore, that very intrinsic 
nature which it is supposed to deny. The Madhyamika’s reply to this is that the name 
‘absence of intrinsic nature’ does not exist any more than the proposition ‘All things 
are void’ (supra, p. 217). 

Furthermore: 

LVm. Does this name ‘non-existent’ designate something existent or 
non-existent (namasad iti ca yad idam tat kim nu sato bhavaty utdpy 
asatah )? Be it the name of an existent or of a non-existent thing, in both 
ways your proposition is abandoned (yadi hi sato yady asato dvidhapi te 
hiyate vadah). 

Does this name ‘non-existent’ designate something existent or non¬ 
existent? Be it the name of an existent or of a non-existent thing, in both 
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ways the proposition (pratijha) is abandoned. If [the thing named is] 
existent, the proposition [‘The name is:] “Non-existent”’ is abandoned. 
For the same thing cannot be now non-existent, now existent (na hidanim 
tad asad idanlm sat). If, on the other hand, [you say that] the thing named 
is non-existent, [it has to be replied:] that which is non-existent has no 
name ( asadbhutasya nama na bhavati) 1 . - Thus your proposition that the 
name has an existent intrinsic nature is abandoned ( tasmad yd pratijha 
ndmnah sadbhiitah svabhava iti sa hind) 2 . 

1 For the text cf. Kunst’s Preface, p. 101. 

2 For the opponent, even the name ‘non-existent’ is existent. But, for the Madhyamika, 
it involves a self-contradiction. See also on this self-contradiction, B. K. Matilal 
‘Reference and Existence in Nyaya and Buddhist Logic’, Journal of Indian Philosophy 
1, op. cit. pp. 90-93. 

LIX. We have already established the voidness of all things ( sarvesam 
bhavanam sunyatvam copapaditam purvam). This criticism, therefore, turns 
out to be one of something which is not [my] proposition (sa upalambhas 
tasmad bhavaty ayam capratijhdyah). 

Here we have already established in detail (vistaratah) the voidness of 
all things. Even the name has already been stated to be void. Now you, 
assuming non-voidness, have returned to the charge (sa bhavdn asunyat- 
vam parigrhya parivrtto vaktum): If the things had no intrinsic nature, 
then even this name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ would not exist (yadi 
bhavanam svabhavo na syad asvabhava iti namapidam na syad iti). For 
this reason, your criticism is directed against something which is not 
a proposition [to criticize] (tasmad apratijhopalambho ’yam bhavatah 
sampadyate) 1 . We do not say, indeed, that the name is existent (na hi 
vayam nama sadbhiitam iti brumah). 

1 Because the Madhyamika has no ‘proposition’ at all. 

Now about your statement [contained in v. X] : 

LX. ‘Now [you may say:] There is an intrinsic nature, but that does not 
belong to the things’ - this suspicion of yours is not shared by us (idam 
asankitam yad uktam bhavaty andsahkitam tac ca). 

We do not, indeed, deny the intrinsic nature of the things (na hi vayam 
dharmandm svabhavam pratisedhayamah). Nor do we affirm the intrinsic 
nature of a certain object apart from the things (dharmavinirmuktasya vd 
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kasyacid arthasya svabhavam abhyupagacchamah ). Now, this being so, 
your criticism: ‘If the things are devoid of an intrinsic nature, you should 
explain to what other object, apart from the things, there now happens 
to belong the intrinsic nature’ ( kasya khalv idanim anyasyarthasya dhar- 
mavininnuktasya svabhavo bhavati), is thrown far away ( durapakrstam 
evaitad bhavati). It is no criticism at all ( upalambho na bhavati) 1 . 

1 As we shall see later on (v. LXIV), Nagarjuna does not ‘deny’ anything; he only 
‘makes known’ the voidness of the things. 

[Refutation of the sixth objection; see v. XI]. 

LXI. If [it is true that] negation is only of an existent 1 , this voidness is 
established ( siinyatvam nanu prasiddham idarri) - for you negate the things’ 
being devoid of an intrinsic nature ( pratisedhayate hi bhavati bhavanam 
nihsvabhavatvam). 

If negation is only of the existent and not of the non-existent ( yadi sata 
eva pratisedho bhavati nasatah), and if you negate the being-devoid-of-an- 
intrinsic-nature of all things ( bhavdms ca sarvabhavanam nihsvabhavatvam. 
pratisedhayati), the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of all things is 
established ( nanu prasiddham sarvabhavanam nihsvabhavatvam). Since, in 
virtue of your statement ( tvadvacanena ), negation exists {pratisedhasad- 
bhavat), and since the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of all things 
has been negated ( nihsvabhavatvasya ca sarvabhavanam pratisiddhatvdt), 
voidness is established ( prasiddha sunyata). 
i Cf. v. XI. 

LXII. Now, if you negate voidness, and if that voidness does not exist 
{pratisedhayase '‘tha tvam siinyatvam tac ca nasti siinyatvam), your prop¬ 
osition that negation is of an existent is abandoned ( pratisedhah sata iti 
te nanv esa vihiyate vadah). 

Now, if you negate the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of all things, 
i.e. their voidness, and if that voidness does not exist, then your prop¬ 
osition that negation is of an existent and not of a non-existent, is aban¬ 
doned 1 . 

1 The Madhyamika here uses the opponent’s own logic against him. If the latter’s 
proposition that a significant negation is only of an existent, is right, then he proves the 
Madhyamika’s position, by proving the voidness he negates. If, on the other hand, 
the voidness he negates does not exist, then he abandons his own proposition. 
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Besides: 

LXin. I do not negate anything, nor is there anything to be negated 
(pratisedhaydmi naham kimcit pratisedhyam asti na ca kimcit). You, 
therefore, calumniate me when you say: ‘You negate’ ( tasmat pratised- 
hayaslty adhilaya esa tvaya kriyate) 1 . 

You could rightly say that, if I negated something. I, however, do not 
negate anything, for there is nothing to be negated (na caivaham kimcit 
pratisedhaydmi, yasman na kimcit pratiseddhavyam asti). Thus, while, all 
things being void, there is neither a thing to be negated ( pratisedhya ) nor 
a negation (pratisedha), you make an absurd calumny (aprastuto ‘dhilayah) 
when you say: ‘You negate’. 

1 adhilaya ‘calumny’ has been recorded so far only in MK. (F. Edgerton, Buddhist 
Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953], s.v.). 

Now about your statement [contained in v. XII], I say: 

LXIV. Regarding your assertion that the statement of the negation of 
the non-existent is established without words (rte vacanad asatah prati- 
sedhavacanasiddhir iti), we observe: Here speech makes it known as non¬ 
existent, it does not deny it (atra jhapayate vag asad iti tan na pratinihanti). 

Regarding your statement: ‘The negation of the non-existent is estab¬ 
lished even without words; what purpose is, therefore, served by your 
statement, “All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature”?’ (tatra kirn 
nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ity etat tvadvacanam karoti), we observe: This 
statement, ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, does not make 
all things devoid of an intrinsic nature ( nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ity etat 
khalu vacanam na nihsvabhavan eva sarvabhavan karoti). But, since there 
is no intrinsic nature ( asati svabhave), it makes known (jhapayati) that 
the things are devoid of an intrinsic nature (bhava nihsvabhdva iti). Here 
is an example: When Devadatta is not in the house, somebody says that 
Devadatta is in the house (avidyamanagrhe Devadatte *sti grhe Devadatta 
iti) 1 . Somebody else tells him: ‘He is not [in the house]’. That statement 
does not create Devadatta’s non-existence, but only makes known Deva- 
datta’s non-existence in the house (na tad vacanam Devadattasyasadbha- 
vam karoti, kim tu jhapayati kevalam asarnbhavam grhe Devadattasya). 
Similarly this statement, ‘The things have no intrinsic nature’, does not 
make the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of the things, but makes 
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known the absence of the intrinsic nature in all things ( na bhavanam 
nihsvabhdvatvam karoti, kirp tu sarvabhavesu svabhavasyabhavam jhapaya- 
ti). - In these circumstances, your statement: ‘If there is no intrinsic 
nature, what purpose is served by this statement, “There is no intrinsic 
nature”? The absence of an intrinsic nature is established even without 
words’, is not appropriate (na yuktam) 2 . 

1 ‘avidyamanagrha is a curious compound but occurs in other texts’. (Edition, p. 146, 
n. 14). 

2 Nagarjuna is not unaware of the weight of the Naiyayika’s objection. It, however, 
does not apply to him, for he does not negate anything but only ‘makes known’ the 
voidness, i.e. the ‘dependent origination’, of the things, where people wrongly see their 
non-voidness. 

[Refutation of the seventh objection; see v. XIII]. 

LXV. You have introduced a great deliberation (mahdms carcah ) with 
the example of the mirage 1 . Listen to the decision in that matter (tatrapi 
nirnayam srnu) [and see] how that example is appropriate (yatha sa 
dr st ant a upapannah). 

1 Cf. v. XIII. 

[The commentary is a mere paraphrase.] 

LXVI. If that perception were by its own nature, it would not be de¬ 
pendency originated (sa yadi svabhavatah syad graho na syat pratltya 
sambhutah). That perception, however, which comes into existence de¬ 
pendency is voidness indeed ( yas ca pratltya bhavati graho nanu siinyata 
saiva ). 

If that perception of a mirage as water (mrgatrsnaydm sa yathdjalagrd- 
hah ) 1 were by its own nature, it would not be dependently originated. 
Since [,however,] it comes into existence in dependence upon the mirage, 
the wrong sight (viparitam darsanam ) and the distracted attention ( ayoni- 
samanaskara ), it is dependently originated ( pratltyasamutpanna ). And 
since it is dependently originated, it is indeed void by its own own nature 
(svabhavatah siinya eva) - as previously stated ( yathapurvam uktam tatha). 
x Cf. supra , p. 229, n. 1. 

Furthermore: 

LXVH. If that perception were by its own nature, who would remove 
that perception (kas tarn nivartayed graham )? The same rule applies to 
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the rest [of the things] too (sesesv apy esa vidhih). Hence this is a non- 
criticism ( tasmad eso ‘nupalambhah). 

If the perception of water in a mirage (mrgatrsndydm jalagrahah ) were 
by its own nature, who would remove it? An intrinsic nature cannot be 
removed (na hi svabhavafi sakyo vinivartayitum ): e.g., the heat of lire, the 
fluidity of water, the openness (niravaranatva) of space 1 . Its removal, 
however, is seen (drstam casya vinivartanam). The intrinsic nature of the 
perception, therefore, is void ( tasmac chunyasvabhavo grahah). The same 
rule ( krama ) is to be understood ( pratyavagantavya ) with regard to the 
rest of the things too (sesesv api dharmesu), viz., the five things starting 
from the object to be perceived ( grahyaprabhrtisu pahcasu ) 2 . - In these 
circumstances, your statement that all things are non-void because of the 
existence of the aggregate of six ( satkabhdvat ), is not valid 3 . 

1 Cf. MK. XXIII, 24, with Candrakirti’s comment. 

2 Cf. v. XIV. 

3 According to the realist, the Madhyamika cannot avoid the difficulty he has been 
put into, even by affirming that, in saying ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, 
he only negates a wrong perception of a non-existent, comparable to the perception 
of water in a mirage. For even when one claims to negate a wrong perception of a 
non-existent, one is bound to admit the six things, viz., the perception, the object to be 
perceived, the perceiver, the negation, the object to be negated, and the negator (V. XfV). 
- The Madhyamika’s rejoinder to this is that the opponent’s criticism springs from a 
misunderstanding of the meaning of ‘being devoid of an intrinsic nature’. When the 
Madhyamika says that all things are ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’ or ‘void’, he does 
not at all mean to say that they are non-existent, but only that they are ‘dependently 
originated’. The six things of which the opponent speaks exist only insofar as they are 
dependently originated (cf. supra, p. 247, n. 1). 

Perhaps we may pursue our elucidation of this passage further. Nagarjuna does not 
confound truth and error. He can distinguish just as a realist can between delusive 
and non-delusive perceptions, and by the same criteria. The heat of fire, the fluidity 
of water, and so on, are not just the same thing as the perception of water in a mirage. 
The latter is erroneous and hence can be removed by a knowing person, whereas the 
truth of the former is not questioned by anybody in the world. But when Nagarjuna 
says that the heat of fire is an ‘intrinsic nature’ ( svabhdva ), he does not mean to say that 
it is so in an absolute sense. The heat of fire, too, is ‘dependently originated’ (cf. 
Candrakirti, MKV., pp. 260ff.). Truth and error have this in common, that both are 
‘dependently originated’. The example of the mirage has been chosen because it is 
the most comprehensive, including as it does not only the perception, the object to be 
perceived and the perceiver, but also the negation, the object to be negated and the 
negator. Empirically speaking, all these exist, being related to one another; but in an 
absolute sense, none of these can be said to exist - for the very same reason that they 
are ‘dependently originated’. 

Thus, the doctrine of voidness has a twofold function: on one hand, it establishes 
the empirical reality; on the other, it points to the Beyond. 
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[Refutation of the eighth objection; see v. XVII]. 

LXVffl. The case being the same ( samatvat), we have already answered 
by what precedes [the objection of] absence of reason ( hetvabhava), which 
was stated in [your] refutation of the example of the mirage ( mrgatrs - 
nadrstdntavydvrttividhau ya uktah prak) 1 . 

It should be understood ( avagantavya ) that by the preceding deliber¬ 
ation ( carcena purvoktena) we have also answered [the objection of] ab¬ 
sence of reason. The same deliberation regarding the negation of the 
aggregate of six ( satkapratisedha ), which was stated in the preceding 
reason {purvasmin hetau), should also be considered here (ihdpi carcayi- 
tavyah ) 2 . 

1 a. v. xvii. 

2 Why are all things ‘void’ or ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’? The Madhyamika’s 
‘reason’ is that they are ‘dependently originated’ ( pratityasamutpanna ). Put in the 
standard Naiyayika form of syllogistic inference ( anumana ), it comes to this: 

(1) Pratijha nihsvabhdvah sarvabhavah 

(Proposition): (All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature). 

(2) Hetu pratityasamutpannatvat 

(Reason): (Because of being dependently originated). 

(3) Udaharana yat pratityasamutpannam tan nihsvabhavam drstam: yatha 

(Exemplification): mrgatrsmyarri jalagrahalf 

(What is dependently originated is seen to be devoid of an 
intrinsic nature: for example, the perception of water in a 
mirage). 

(4) Upanaya tatha ca pratityasamutpannah sarvabhavah 

(Application): (And even so are all things dependently originated). 

(5) Nigamana tasmat pratityasamutpannalvan niijsvabhavah sarvabhavah 

(Conclusion): (Therefore, because of being dependently originated, all 

things are devoid of an intrinsic nature). 

Unlike Bhavaviveka, a later Madhyamika, Nagarjuna does not show any predilection 
for ‘independent inference’ (svatantrdmmdnd), for he has no ‘position’ to defend. 
His ‘position’ is, in fact, a ‘no-position’. He expresses the Inexpressible. And the best 
way for him to refute his opponent’s criticisms is to show the contradictions inherent 
in the latter’s own way of thought (cf. supra, p. 217 and n. 3). He is a prasahgika, 
not a svatantrika. However, he cannot be accused of not vindicating his position from 
the standpoint of formal logic. - Cf. Candrakirti’s remarks on Buddhapalita, a strict 
follower of Nagarjuna ( MKV pp. 20-21; Th. Stcherbatsky, The Conception of Buddhist 
Nirvana [Leningrad, 1927], pp. 99fL). 

[Refutation of the ninth objection]. 

LXIX. We have already answered [the question relating to] the reason 
[for a negation] in the three times (traikdlya) 1 , for the case is the same 
{samatvat). And a counter-reason for the three times {traikalyapratihetu) 
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is obtained for the upholders of the doctrine of voidness ( sunyatavadinam 
praptah). 

It has to be understood (pratyavagantavya) that the question why a 
negation is possible in the three times (hetus traikalye pratisedhavaci) has 
already received its answer ( uktottarah). - Why? - Because the reason is 
of the same nature as the object to be established ( sadhyasamatvat). In 
virtue of your statement ( tvadvacanena), a negation is not possible in the 
three times, and, like the negation, the thing to be negated, also, does not 
exist 2 . Thus, there being no negation and no object to be negated ( prati- 
sedhapratisedhye 'sari), your opinion that the negation has been negated 
(yad bhavan manyate pratisedhah pratisiddha iti), is untenable. That very 
reason which expresses a negation of the three times is obtained for the 
upholders of the doctrine of voidness, for they negate the intrinsic nature 
of all things, - not for you ( yas trikalapratisedhavaci hetur esa eva siinya- 
tavadinam praptah sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedhakatvan na bhavatah) 3 . 

Or it has been answered in the following way: 

‘I do not negate anything, nor is there anything to be negated. You, 
therefore, calumniate me when you say: “You negate”’ 4 . 

Now, if you think: the negation is established in all the three times 
(trisv api kalesu pratisedhah siddhah) ; we see the antecedent cause, the 
subsequent cause, and the simultaneous cause ( drstah purvakalino ‘pi 
hetuh, uttarakalino ‘pi, yugapatkalino ‘pi hetuh ): antecedent cause, e.g., 
the father as the cause of the son; subsequent cause, e.g., the disciple as 
the cause of the teacher; simultaneous cause, e.g., the lamp as the cause 
of the light, - we reply: this is not so. For in this way are stated the 
former defects (uktd hy etasmin krame tray ah purvadosah) 5 . Moreover, 
if this is so, you admit the existence of a negation, and you abandon your 
proposition ( api ca yady evam, pratisedhasadbhavas tvayabhyupagamyate, 
pratijhdhanis ca te bhavati); the negation of an intrinsic nature is also 
established in this way ( etena kramena svabhavapratisedho ‘pi siddhah). 

1 Cf. v. XX, and Nyayasutra II. 1. 12, quoted above, p. 231, n. 2. 

2 Read: pratisedhas traikalye 'nupapannah, pratisedhavat sa pratisedhyo 'pi. 

3 For the realist, a negation is not possible in all the three times (cf. v. XX). The 
Madhyamika uses his opponent’s own argument to prove that, if the latter’s contention 
is valid, he cannot negate the Madhyamika’s negation. The Madhyamika himself, 
however, is safe in his position, for he holds that the three times are as void as all 
the other things (cf. MK. XIX). [Note the way in which Nagarjuna uses the two expres¬ 
sions: hetus traikalye pratisedhavaci ‘reason expressing a negation in the three times’, 
and trikalapratisedhavaci hetuh ‘reason [for a negation in the three times] which expres- 



260 


KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


ses a negation of the three times’.] - On sadhyasama cf. supra, p. 237, n. 2 on v. XXVUI. 

4 V. LXIII above. 

5 Cf. v. XX. 

LXX. All things prevail for one for whom prevails this voidness ( prabha - 
vati ca siinyateyam yasya prabhavanti tasya sarvdrthdh). Nothing prevails 
for one for whom voidness does not prevail {prabhavati na tasya kimcin 
na prabhavati sunyata yasya ) 1 . 

For one for whom this voidness prevails, all things - mundane and 
supramundane ( sarvartha laukikalokottarah ) - prevail. - Why? - Because 
Dependent Origination prevails for one for whom voidness prevails. The 
Four Noble Truths prevail for one for whom Dependent Origination 
prevails. The results of monastic life as well as all special acquisitions 
{visesadhigama) 2 prevail for one for whom the Four Noble Truths prevail. 
The Three Jewels (trini ratnani ), viz., the Buddha, the Dharma and the 
Samgha, prevail for one for whom all the special acquisitions prevail. For 
one for whom Dependent Origination prevails, merit {dharma), the cause 
of merit ( dharmahetu ), the result of merit ( dharmaphala ), demerit ( adhar- 
ma), the cause of demerit ( adharmahetu ), the result of demerit (adhar- 
maphala), - all these prevail. For one for whom merit and demerit, the 
causes of merit and demerit and the results of merit and demerit prevail, 
passion ( klesa ) 3 , the origination of passion ( klesasamudaya ) and the ob¬ 
jective grounds of passion ( klesavastuni ) 4 prevail. For one for whom all 
that prevails ( yasyaitat sarvam prabhavatipurvoktam), the law concerning 
the happy and the unhappy states ( sugatidurgativyavasthd ), the attainment 
of those states ( sugatidurgatigamana ), the way leading to those states 
{sugatidurgatigami margah), the act of passing beyond those states (suga- 
tidurgativyatikramana), the means of passing beyond those states {sugati- 
durgativyatikramanopdya), and all worldly conventions ( sarvasamvyava- 
haras ca laukikah) are established (vyavasthapitah). They are to be under¬ 
stood individually by each person, following this direction ( svayam adhi- 
gantavya anaya disci ): a part [only] can be taught in words {kimcic chaky- 
am vacanenopadestum). 

Here again, 

I adore that incomparable Buddha (tam apratimabuddham ) who taught 
Voidness, Dependent Origination and the Middle Way as equivalent 
(ekartha ) 5 . 
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1 Cf. MK. XXIV, 14: 

sarvarri ca yujyate tasya sunyata yasya yujyate/ 
sarvam na yujyate tasya sunyarp yasya na yujyatell 
Concluding the Vigrahavyavartani with this verse, Nagarjuna shows that his doctrine 
of voidness does not reject the empirical world. On the contrary, it establishes on a 
solid foundation all our activities in the empirical world. - See above, p. 218; p. 247, 
n. 1; p. 257, n. 3; w. LIV-LVI. 

2 On this term cf. J. May, Candrakirti: Prasannapadd Madhyamakavrtti (Douze 
chapitres traduits du Sanscrit et du tibetain...) [Paris, 1959], n. 828. 

3 Cf. MK. xxm. 

4 On vastu cf. MK. XXIII, 7, with Candrakirti’s comment (May, op. cit., p. 185 and 
n. 603). 

6 Cf. MK. XXIV, 18, quoted on p. 220, n. 10, above. 

ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 

MK. = Nagarjuna, ( Mula-)Madhyamaka-kdrika (ed. by Louis de la Vallee Poussin), 
St.-Petersbourg, 1903-13 ( Bibliotheca Buddhica, IV). 

MKV. = Candrakirti’s commentary on the preceding, called Prasannapadd Madh¬ 
yamakavrtti', same edition. 

Murti = T. R. V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism: A Study of the Matjh- 
yamika System, London, 1955. 

Nyayasutra: in Nyayadarsana I, edited with Vatsyayana’s Bhasya, Uddyotakara’s 
Varttika, Vacaspati Misra’s Tdtparyatika and Visvanatha’s Vftti, by 
Amarendra Mohan Tarkatirtha and Taranath Nyaya-Tarkatirtha, Cal¬ 
cutta, 1936 ( Calcutta Sanskrit Series, XVIII). 

A complete translation of Nagarjuna’s major work, the Madhyamaka-karikas, along 
with Candrakirti’s Prasannapadd, is now available: 

Th. Stcherbatsky, The Conception of Buddhist Nirvana, Leningrad, 1927 (chapters I, 
XXV). 

St. Schayer, Ausgewahlte Kapitel aus der Prasannapadd, W. Krakowie, 1931 (chapters V, 
XII-XVI). 

St. Schayer, ‘Feuer und Brennstoff’, Rocznik Orientalistyczny VII, 1931, pp. 26-52 
(chapter X). 

E. Lamotte, Le Traite de I’acte de Vasubandhu, Karmasiddhiprakarana, Bruges, 1936 
(extrait des Melanges chinois et bouddhiques publies par L’Institut Beige des Hautes 
Etudes Chinoises, Vol. IV), pp. 121-144 (chapter XVH). 

J. W. de Jong, Cinq chapitres de la Prasannapadd, Paris, 1949 (chapters XVIII-XXH). 
J. May, Candrakirti: Prasannapadd Madhyamakavrtti, Paris, 1959 (chapters II-IV, 
VI-IX, XI, XXIII-XXIV, XXVI-XXVII). This work contains also an important 
bibliography. 

Besides, R. Gnoli’s Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka Karika, in Italian (Torino, 1961), gives 
a complete translation of Nagarjuna’s Karikas, and E. Frauwallner’s Die Philosophic 
des Buddhismus (Berlin, 1956), pp. 178ff., 243ff., gives a translation of the chapters I, 
XV, XVIII, XXIV and XXV of Nagarjuna’s Karikas, and of part of chapter I of 
Candrakirti’s Prasannapadd. 

Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, Paris 



